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A.A.E. Archives des Affaires Etrangéres (Paris)
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INTRODUCTION

‘A tall personable Irishman, who speaks good English, somewhat
brownish [...], slender, his face somewhat ruddy, at least sometimes, with a long
duskish periwig hanging commonly behind his shoulders, [...] somewhat of the
smallpox in his face, his visage long [and] his garb and gate a little too antick’,'
Nathaniel Hooke was described in 1718 as ‘certainly as cunning and as designing
a fellow as any in Europe.”

Alteration and adaptation were the defining hallmarks of Hooke’s life and
the period in which he lived. When he was born in Dublin in 1664, England was
one of Europe’s weaker states. In 1738 when he died, Britain was a great power.
In this period of change, Hooke’s own life and career were markedly fluid. Raised
in a stoutly Protestant family with strong Cromwellian connections, Hooke first
mutated from a non-conformist clergyman and Whig rebel in 1680s England, via
service to James II, into an exile and Catholic convert. Then he metamorphosised
again, into another role as a trusted and reliable soldier, diplomat, intelligence
analyst and geopolitical strategic advisor in the service of Louis XIV.

As a study of such a fluid life and diverse career, this thesis also
necessarily evolved and transformed. The project was initially conceived as a
biography of an Irish Jacobite exile. Existing references to Hooke in John
Cornelius O’Callaghan’s (1805-1883) History of the Irish Brigades in the service

of France and Richard Hayes’ (1882-1958) Biographical Dictionary of Irishmen

! Fr. Ambrose Grymes to Bevil Skelton, English envoy in Holland, Brussels, 1 July 1685 (B. L.,
Add. 41817 £. 199).

? Major Simon Fraser to Brigadier Colin Campbell of Glendarule, June 1718, H.M.C., Calendar of
the Stuart Papers belonging to his Majesty the King preserved at Windsor Castle (7 vols, London,
1904-23), vi, (London, 1916), 550.



in France emphasised his Jacobitism, his Catholicism and his military career.’
These works were very much of their time and reflected the prevailing
preoccupations of Irish historiography.* O’Callaghan made no mention of
Hooke’s family origins or life before Jacobitism. In the same vein, Hayes made
only a brief reference to Hooke’s time in Trinity College Dublin before stressing
that he ‘left soon afterwards, became an enthusiastic Jacobite and reverted to
Catholicism, the religion of his immediate forbears.” However, as early as 1855,
Hooke’s descendant, Noel Hooke Robinson, had begun to explore his family
history. By dint of his private research and a series of questions and answers in
Notes and Queries he was able to collect information on Hooke’s activities.®

His findings, despite their incompleteness, some inaccuracies and not a
few misinterpretations, provided the basis of a fuller treatment of Hooke’s life by
William Dunn Macray (1826-1916). Macray, a librarian in the Bodleian Library,

investigated Hooke’s life and career while preparing an edition of some of

3 J. C. O’Callaghan, History of the Irish brigades in the service of France from the revolution in
Great Britain and Ireland under James II., to the revolution in France under Louis XVI (Glasgow,
1870), pp 329-30; Richard Hayes, Biographical dictionary of Irishmen in France (Dublin, 1949),
pp 127-28.

* Politics and history were closely intertwined. O’Callaghan joined the staff of the Nation
newspaper in 1842. He was a strong supporter of Daniel O’Connell’s campaign to repeal the
Anglo-Irish Act of Union. The fact that O’Connell’s uncle, Count Daniel O’Connell (1745-1833),
had been the last colonel of the Irish Brigade in France may have inspired O’Callaghan’s interest
in the Irish regiments. Contemporary events also coloured Richard Hayes historical perspective.
Born in Bruree, Co. Limerick, an area marked by land agitation, boycotts and evictions, he was a
boyhood friend of Eamon de Valera. He became active in the Irish Republican Brotherhood, and
was jailed for his role in the 1916 Rising. He was elected a member of the first Dail in 1919.

> Hayes, Biographical dictionary, p. 127.

% See Notes and Queries: a medium of inter-communication for literary men, artists, antiquaries,
genealogists, etc, xii, no. 322 (29 Dec., 1855), p. 509; ibid., 2" gseries, vii, no. 175 (7 May, 1859),
p. 375; ibid., 2™ series, viii, no. 183 (2 July, 1859), p. 11; ibid., 2™ series, ix, no. 231 (2 June,
1860), p. 427; ibid., 2™ geries, ix, no. 233 (16 June, 1859), pp 466-68; ibid., 2" geries, x, no. 236
(7 July, 1860), p. 19; ibid., nd series, no. 239 (28 July, 1860), p. 61; ibid., nd series, Xi, no. 265 (6
Jan., 1861), p. 75; ibid., ond series, xi, no. 270 (2 Mar., 1861), p. 177; ibid., 4t series, i, no. 1 (25
Jan., 1868), p. 1.



Hooke’s correspondence from original manuscripts held in the Bodleian.’
Macray’s main focus was to use the documents to shed light on British history and
the work concentrated on the attempted French expedition to Scotland in 1708. He
did, though, give a brief overview of Hooke’s family history, early life and
education, a synopsis which was largely accurate, although containing a small
number of factual errors. The papers in the Bodleian contained documents written
by and to Hooke from 1703 to 1712, but the great majority of the source material
covered the period of Hooke’s involvement with Scottish affairs from 1703 to
1707: hence the work’s title. The DNB article on Hooke in 1891 drew in large
measure on Macray’s introductory preface in this work.® Very noticeably, Richard
Hayes’ entry on Hooke in his 1949 Biographical Dictionary of Irishmen in
France, while drawing on the DNB article which references Macray’s work,
studiously refrained from referring to the Hooke family’s Protestantism and
Cromwellian connections.

Macray’s scholarship and thoroughness were impressive. Despite his best
efforts, however, there were a number of limitations to his work. Travel to far-
flung archives was arduous and access to many private collections difficult to
negotiate. The creation of comprehensive catalogues, calendars and guides and

centralised repositories was a slowly unfolding process. Macray did his best to

7 The Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, agent from the court of France to the Scottish
Jacobites, in the years 1703-1707, ed. W. D. Macray, (2 vols, London, 1870). This was based on
MSS D 26, a portion of Nathaniel Hooke’s correspondence relating to the Scottish expedition of
1708, and a brief report on his mission to Saxony in 1711-12. The Saxon material was not included
in the published work.

¥ Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee, (eds), Dictionary of National Biography: from the earliest times
to 1900 (63 vols, London, 1885-1900), xxvii (1891), pp 281-282. Equally the revised article on
Hooke in the new edition of the DNB is substantially the same as its predecessor. See H. C. G.
Matthew and Brian Harrison (eds), Oxford Dictionary of National Biography: from the earliest
times to the year 2000 (60 vols, Oxford, 2004), xxvii, 949-50. Also available electronically at
www.oxforddnb.com.




overcome the difficulties he faced in Britain. Abroad however, he faced
insurmountable problems. He corresponded with French archives, noting access
was carefully controlled. Succeeding in obtaining a list of some manuscript
materials related to aspects of Hooke’s career, the Franco-Prussian War of 1870
rendered further progress impossible before the work went to press. Macray’s
Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, although incomplete, thereafter remained
the standard work on Hooke. What was essentially a snapshot of a portion of
Hooke’s career and a constricted view of his life and character became fixed in
the historical record as the fullest account of his complex career.

Access to the documents which Macray was unable to obtain led to a
radical alteration in the shape and scope of this project. The two volumes of
correspondence published by Macray, containing over 1000 letters covering a core
period of five years of Hooke’s career, were originally envisaged as the most
important source for this project, which intended to examine Hooke’s Jacobitism
and his (military) role in the Scottish expedition of 1708. O’Callaghan, Macray,
the DNB and Hayes, had all highlighted Hooke’s Jacobitism and Scotland as the
mainstay of his career.

A closer examination of the published correspondence and research in the
Bodleian Library raised questions about the range of Hooke’s activities and the
nature of the role which he played. Received opinion increasingly appeared to
underestimate and misjudge the man and his career. The unpublished manuscript
detailing Hooke’s mission to the Saxon court in 1711/12, only of passing interest
to Macray’s project, in particular suggested that there was more to Hooke than

existing accounts indicated. Combining detailed information on, and analysis of,



the personalities and politics of the Saxon court with a broad ranging overview of
European geopolitics, this correspondence was addressed to the French Foreign
Secretary, Jean Baptiste Colbert, the marquis de Torcy, at Versailles; the paper
was annotated in the margin by Hooke, himself, indicating that it had been read in
council before Louis XIV. Presenting such a report for the personal consideration
of the French king suggested that Hooke’s life and career were indeed more
complex and significant than previously understood. He was not just a Jacobite
but an important figure in the theory and practice of French diplomacy and
geopolitical strategy. Therefore he required, and was worthy of, a deeper and
broader reconsideration and reinterpretation.

An important question to ask was why Hooke, a significant figure in the
formulation and implementation of French foreign policy, had not yet been the
subject of in-depth research. Professionally, as a political activist, clergyman,
exiled dissident, rebel, royal messenger, soldier, covert emissary, intelligence
agent, political analyst, strategic advisor, military planner, secret envoy and
diplomat he was involved in an impressive array of important events in British
and European history such as Monmouth’s rebellion, the Glorious Revolution and
the War of Spanish Succession; personally he led a remarkably varied life and
career, being at different times Protestant and Catholic (and later accused of
having no religion), Whig, Jacobite and adherent of Louis XIV, Irish-born of
English heritage but dying a naturalised Frenchman. Thus a study of Hooke
appeared to offer a uniquely rich and rewarding vein of insight and understanding
at a personal level, of migration, strategies for survival and identity and

transformation in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth century, while at the



same time linking this individual experience with the broader unfolding of history
by casting valuable light on workings of geopolitics, diplomacy and international
relations. However despite this promising potential, Hooke as a topic of
investigation and analysis had, so far, been overlooked. Why was this? Was it
merely neglect and oversight or were there practical historiographical reasons why
Hooke had remained unexamined? That is to say, were sufficient primary
materials at hand and accessible for such a study and would they provide enough
evidence to allow worthwhile conclusions to be made?

The history of how and why some of Hooke’s manuscripts reached the
Bodleian Library provided some answers but also raised more questions about
Hooke and the nature of the project. It soon became apparent that little about
Hooke, personally or historiographically, was uncomplicated. A short time after
his death in 1738, his private papers had been seized by an officer of the French
Court. His grand nephew, Luke Joseph Hooke (1714-1796)° who had had
possession of the papers, had managed to hide, and then smuggle to relatives in
England, the documents that eventually came to be deposited in the Bodleian.
Why had the French government believed it necessary to impound his papers? Did
some or all of these confiscated papers still exist and could they be accessed to
answer some of the growing questions about Hooke?

A report by Armand Baschet on documents relating to British history in
French archives mentioned Hooke in connection with manuscripts in the Archives

of the Foreign Affairs Ministry.'® Some of these documents matched the list

? See Thomas O’Connor, An Irish theologian in Enlightenment France: Luke Joseph Hooke, 1714-
1796 (Dublin, 1995).

' Armand Baschet, ‘Report upon documents in French archives relating to British history’, in The
thirty-sixth annual report of the deputy keeper of the public records (1875, London), pp 230-58.



Macray had been supplied with in 1870 but others were mentioned for the first
time. My research in the archives eventually led to the discovery of a sequence of
manuscripts relating to Hooke’s career from 1701 to 1712 in Holland, Germany,
Scotland, and Saxony. Despite Macray being aware of at least some of this
evidence it had been almost entirely neglected in investigations and assessments
of Hooke’s life and career.'' Among these were original dispatches with some
sensitive sections in numeric code. In most cases these were followed by decoded
copies prepared for de Torcy by his officials. Frequently a number of Hooke’s
individual letters have been grouped together in one document. He also wrote a
number of briefing papers for de Torcy on the general European geopolitical
situation just prior to the outbreak of the War of Spanish Succession. In these
documents Hooke recommended strategies to protect and enhance French
diplomatic and commercial interests. In the case of Holland and Scotland, Hooke
was assigned the task of putting his suggested policy into practice. Other
documents shedding light on Hooke and his career were found in archives in
Dublin, London, Paris and Dresden. Together, these sources created a very
different impression of Hooke’s role, activities and influence than that
traditionally available.

While it was now clear that a significant body of source material existed
on Hooke, the scattered and fragmented nature of the evidence provided another
reason why Hooke had been neglected in the historical record. The study, for the
first time, of these variously located archival materials as a unified body of

sources held the promise of providing a valuable insight into Hooke’s world and

" John S. Gibson’s excellent Playing the Scottish card: the Franco-Jacobite invasion of 1708
(Edinburgh, 1988) used a small number of these original documents to cast light on the failure of
the expedition in that year.



important aspects of late seventeenth and early eighteenth century European
history. Examination of the documents confirmed that Hooke had played a
significant and substantial role in advising the marquis de Torcy on French
foreign policy during the War of Spanish Succession. Allied with his practical
activities as an intelligence agent, it was now apparent that Hooke had also been
an acute and incisive theoretician of political strategy.

Hooke’s particular experience and knowledge of international politics and
economics derived from his time in England, The Netherlands and France. Thus
he had the unique advantage of being in a position to compare and contrast the
strengths and weaknesses of the different jurisdictions. He was able, through his
own skill and abilities, to position himself as the ideal person to act for the French
as a sort of diplomatic and political ‘consultant’, comparable to a modern
intelligence analyst, concerning the motivation and intentions of the English, the
main threat to French security at the time. A British observer commented that
‘really, the French are ignorant in our manners and customs, and want to be set
right in a great many things’.'> He recognised Nathaniel Hooke as the prime
example of a man who was able to perform this role because ‘he knows perfectly
the routine of affairs here, has a head turned to business and of great application,
and knows a great deal of the constitution of England.”"?

Hooke’s written analyses, in a serious of lengthy ‘memoires’ drawn up for,
and at the behest of the marquis de Torcy, detailed and explained the internal

political systems of England, and to a lesser degree, The Netherlands, interpreted

'2 General George Hamilton to the duke of Mar, Paris, 21 Nov. 1717, HM.C., Calendar of the
Stuart Papers belonging to his Majesty the King preserved at Windsor Castle (7 vols, London,
1904-23), v, (London, 1912), 220.

B bid., p. 220.



the meaning and likely affects of significant events for France and French military
and diplomatic policy and commented on European geopolitics in the context of
worldwide trade and commerce. This crucial aspect of Hooke’s career has until
now been completely overlooked and unexplored.

The discovery and subsequent evaluation of these documents brought
about particular challenges. In practical terms it necessitated the reorientation of
the scope and emphasis of the thesis to accommodate a broader study concerned
with political, diplomatic and intelligence history. The sources themselves also
required careful handling. As Alan Haynes remarks in his The Elizabethan secret
services, ‘ideas of historical scholarship and polite truth do not sit easily with
mendacity, betrayal, apostacy, double-dealing, false witness, torture and
execution.”"

The practitioners of history and the gathers of intelligence do, however,
have much in common. Both seek out information and evidence with a view to
interpretation and understanding ‘of meanings in people’s writings and other
significant behaviour’ and ‘in particular the weighing, sifting, and tying together
of intelligence data resembles the analysis that goes into the writing of history.’15
Equally, ‘for intelligence purposes, as for historical study, it is necessary to gauge
the quality of the source material — the access of its authors to the relevant
information, the temporal closeness of the record to the event, the established

pattern of the authors for veracity or fabrication, their motivation or bias, the

'* Alan Haynes, The Elizabethan secret services (Stroud, 2004), p. v. Yves Martial, in the preface
to a collection of conference papers on diplomatic relations between France and the Netherlands,
comments that some of the real activities related in the accounts can often outdo events usually
‘confined to espionage novels’. See W. Frijhoff and O. Moorman van Kappen (eds), Les Pays-Bas
et la France des Guerres de Religion a la création de la République Batave (Nijmegen, 1993), p.
Viii.

'SE. W. Bennett, ‘Intelligence and history from the other side of the hill’ in The Journal of
Modern History, 1x (June, 1988), p. 313.



limits of their perspective.’'® Neither intelligence agents nor historians can be sure
of having all of the relevant material to hand nor claim that the result of their work
is infallible. Historians and intelligence analysts both ‘try to understand the action
of inaccessible people, but this takes research, imagination, and self restraint, and
of course never wholly succeeds.”'” This close linkage between history and
intelligence is readily apparent in Hooke’s writings, in style, structure and content.

Not coincidently Hooke included numerous historical references in
support of his judgements in his analytic reports. This makes his reports doubly
interesting, as they not only comment on current events but attempt to explain
how these came to pass. For instance in assessing the makeup of the political
spectrum in England for de Torcy in 1702, Hooke delved back into events since
the reign of Charles II to account for the evolution of the parties since that date.'®
Hooke summed up why he saw the past as useful by saying that ‘one can only
judge the genius of a people by their past conduct, and while their inclinations,
their maxims, and the reasons for these maxims continue to subsist, one can
reckon that they will take after the same behaviour.”'” What makes Hooke’s
testimony especially valuable is the fact that he was not only a direct witness who
lived through all of these events of the period but a participant, albeit minor, in
many of them, with personal connections to some of the leading characters in later
Stuart politics and Bourbon diplomacy. Of course Hooke was relating this

information some twenty years after the fact and the vagaries of the human

" Ibid., p. 313.

"7 Ibid.

'8 See for example Nathaniel Hooke, ‘Memoir on the present state of England and on the designs
that can be undertaken there’, 9 Mar. 1702, (A.A.E., CP, Angleterre supp. vol. 3, f. 146r).

19 Hooke, ‘Memoir on the affairs of England in relation to the death of King William’, 25 Mar.
1702, (A.A.E., CP, Angleterre supp. vol. 3, f. 164r).

10



memory inevitably must be borne in mind. However, Hooke amassed the
collection of papers that were seized after his death precisely to aid his own recall
and avoid the pitfalls of inaccurate recollection. It appears that he may have
intended to use this collection in the preparation of his memoirs.”® Although many
of these papers are now missing, Hooke makes it clear in his writings that he drew
on documentary evidence when drafting many of his reports. He had a vested
interest in being accurate — the reliability of his written work determined the
success of his career in French service.

Hooke’s writings are almost exclusively ‘official papers’, reports,
analyses, dispatches and related correspondence. The usefulness of records such
as these in researching and writing history and biography has been debated.”'
However, John C. Rule has demonstrated quite explicitly how revealing this type
of source can be: appropriately he did this in an article exploring the education
and career of Jean-Baptiste Colbert, marquis de Torcy - Hooke’s superior and
patron.”? As in Hooke’s case, sources for de Torcy’s life were uneven and
required the close reading of ‘an avalanche of official documents.’> Rule goes on
to write that the ‘wealth of material that can be drawn from the so-called official

documents [...] demonstrates’ that much can be learned from these sources and

2 A number of Hooke’s papers located in the Archives of the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs
are annotated with later clarifications, additions and corrections in his own hand, indicating that
they were originally among the personal documents seized after his death. These notes appear to
have been made as Hooke was trying to sort his papers, perhaps with memoirs in mind. His
nephew, also Nathaniel Hooke (d. 1763), the author of a celebrated history of Rome, was the likely
editor of an edition of some of Hooke’s documents published anonymously at The Hague in 1758,
Revolutions d’Ecosse et d’Irlande en 1707, 1708 et 1709 (The Hague, 1758).

1 On this point see A. Lloyd Moote, ‘Introduction; new bottles and new wine: the current state of
early modernist biographical writing’ in French Historical Studies, xviiii, no. 4, Special Issue:
Biography (Autumn, 1996), pp 911-926. On the more general issue of history and biography see
Lloyd E. Ambrosis (ed.), Writing biography: historians and their craft (Lincoln, Nebraska, 2004).
22 See J. C. Rule, ‘A career in the making: the education of Jean-Baptiste Colbert, marquis de
Torcy’ in French Historical Studies, Xviiii, no. 4 (Autumn, 1996), pp 967-996.

2 Ibid., p. 967.

11



that they can provide valuable and informative evidence for the historian.”* Liam
Chambers in his examination of the life and writings of an another Irishman in
Europe during this period, Michael Moore (1639-1726), whose apparent paucity
of primary sources had long appeared to rule out the possibility of an in-depth
study, also stresses the point that ‘a surviving collection of personal papers, while
obviously advantageous, is not fundamental to the reconstruction of a person’s life
and work.’® This thesis too, aims to shed light on an elusive Irishman, Nathaniel
Hooke and in doing so, work towards a deeper understanding of the Irish exile
experience in Europe more generally.

Chapter one examines and reassesses Hooke’s origins, family background
and early life in Ireland, explores his own efforts to refashion his identity and
considers how the theme of identity and Irishness was dealt with in later
publications. Chapter two looks at his involvement with radical politics in
England, culminating in participation in Monmouth’s Rebellion. Chapter three
outlines Hooke’s exile to The Netherlands and then examines his surrender and
shift of loyalties to James II. These three chapters chart the essential background
to Chapter four which details the beginnings of his career in French service.
Chapters five and six look at his mission to The Netherlands in 1702, a mission
which was both a testing ground for Hooke and vitally important for the formation
of French foreign and military policy at the outbreak of the War of Spanish
Succession. Chapter seven reconsiders Hooke’s role in the conception, planning

and execution of the 1708 expedition to Scotland and places it within context of

24 11.:
Ibid., p. 988.

 Liam Chambers, ‘The life and writings of Michael Moore (c. 1639-1726)’, (Ph.D thesis, NUI

Maynooth, 2001), p. 4. See also Liam Chambers, Michael Moore (c. 1639-1726): the world of an

Irish clerical immigrant (Dublin, 2004).
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the wider geopolitical strategies devised by Hooke on behalf of the French.
Chapter eight explores his diplomatic mission to negotiate with Augustus of
Saxony in 1711 and details Hooke’s life and fortunes in his later years, after his
retirement from active affairs until his death on 25 October 1738. The conclusion
highlights Hooke’s significance as a man who broke the Jacobite mould to
become an excellent example of a career diplomat. In a period where the conduct
of France’s foreign relations was pivotal to its interests and security, Hooke
played a significant role in the conception and initiation of policy and his ability
to conceive and implement peace policies and conceive realistic geopolitical
strategies made him extremely useful and valuable to de Torcy, and to Louis

XIV’s France.
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CHAPTER 1: THE HOOKE FAMILY AND IRELAND

Nathaniel Hooke was born in 1664 at Corballis House in Co. Dublin.! He
was the third son of John and Margaret Hooke. John Hooke, a nonconformist
clergyman since his ejection from the Anglican Church in 1662, was a scion of a
prosperous Dublin merchant family, who had moved to Drogheda in the 1650s.
Margaret Hooke (née Hooke) was English by birth, with documentary sources
indicating both Gloucestershire and Hampshire as the county of origin.” It is likely
that Nathaniel’s parents were related. Nathaniel’s grandfather, Thomas Hooke
(c.1590-1670), was a merchant who had strong links with the Cromwellian regime
in the 1650s. He was elected mayor of Dublin in 1654.°

Tracing the origin of the Hooke family in Ireland is problematic. William
Dunn Macray, the editor of Hooke’s papers, interpreted references in
naturalisation papers of the Hooke family in France as pointing toward a link with
a senior branch of the English family located in Gloucestershire.* This was based

on the arms claimed for the family in the naturalisation papers. However the

! Thomas Hooke to James Butler, duke of Ormond, 18 May 1666, (Bodleian Library [hereafter
Bodl.] Carte Ms. 154, 78v). Thomas Hooke (15??-1670) was a successful merchant and significant
figure in Dublin politics from the 1640s until his death. Corballis House, where Nathaniel was
born, came into his possession as part of the Cromwellian land settlement. Following the
restoration of Charles II in 1660 his ownership of the house, along with much of the rest of the
land he had acquired, was contested. In 1666 Hooke was eventually forced to relinquish Corballis
House, but not before receiving permission from Lord Deputy Ormond to remove ‘certain fittings
put up by the petitioner.’ In a strange twist of history, and rather fittingly given Nathaniel Hooke’s
propensity for travel, Corballis House is located today adjacent to the Arrivals and Departures
building of Dublin Airport. (I would like to thank Mr Thomas Doyle for this reference in the Carte
Manuscripts). See also J. A. Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses: a biographical list of all known
students, graduates and holders of office at the University of Cambridge, from the earliest times to
1900 (Cambridge 1922), part I, vol. II.

> The Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, agent from the court of France to the Scottish
Jacobites, in the years 1703-1707, ed. W. D. Macray, (2 vols, London, 1870), ii, p. ix. Contacts
with the County Record Offices in question, while producing a number of possible candidates for a
Margaret Hooke, were unable to confirm either claim.
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actual arms born by the Irish Hookes more closely approximated to those of a
Hooke family of Hampshire.’ Macray included a family tree for the Alway branch
of the Hookes in Gloucestershire with an alleged connection to Longford, Ireland.
This overlooked the more likely choice of Longford, Gloucestershire, in an
attempt to establish an Irish connection. Much of what exists relating to the
Hookes’ migration to Ireland is therefore based on circumstantial evidence.

Direct testimony from Nathaniel Hooke informs the naturalisation papers
submitted for registration in the Chambre des Comptes in January 1706. This
document traced the origins of the Hookes back to the Norman invasion of
England in 1066. Eustache de la Hougue was one of the knights of William the
conqueror’s invasion force. In 1172 his descendant Florence de la Hougue
allegedly accompanied Henry II to Ireland, established themselves near
Waterford, anglicising their name to Hooke. The town which they founded was
called Hooke-Town, but unfortunately, (if perhaps conveniently), this bourg had
been eventually inundated by the ocean. The only remaining remnant of the
settlement was the family chateau, still bearing the name of Hooke Castle. The
document then skips directly to Nathaniel Hooke and refers to frequent marriage
alliances between the Irish family and the senior branch in England, citing

Margaret Hooke as an example.6

3 1. T. Gilbert, Calendar of the ancient records of Dublin, in the possession of the municipal
corporation of that city (18 vols, Dublin, 1889-1922), iv, 61-61.

* Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, p. x.

> 1 am grateful to Mr. C. E. A. Cheesman, Rouge Dragon Pursuivant of the College of Arms,
London, for supplying very valuable and detailed information in relation to the genealogy and
arms of the Hooke families in England. Personal Communication, 9 Dec. 2004.

% Hooke family genealogy (Bibliothéque Nationale, MSS Dossiers Bleus 59, f. 9351);
Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, p. ix. Eustace de la Hougue may have been
one of William’s followers in 1066. However the Hooke’s claimed connection is ‘a typical piece
of sixteenth or seventeenth century bogus genealogy, involving the anachronistic use of surnames
of a sort that only developed much later...It seems likely the Hookes of Hooke Town and Hooke
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A pedigree of the family contained in a French genealogical guide’ draws
on and echoes much of the account given in the naturalisation document.
Intriguingly however it then proceeds to add new information fleshing out the
rather skeletal family tree presented in the original source with a much more
detailed genealogy. In this version we learn of the same claimed descent from
Eustache de la Hougue’s arrival in England, to Florence de la Hougue’s journey to
Ireland. From this point it vaults four centuries to arrive at another Eustache
Hooke, of Hooke Castle, County Waterford. His existence is unconfirmed by
other documentation. He is said to have lived c. 1590s and to have been married to
Helen O’Byrne of County Wicklow. His son is named as Thomas Hooke (of
Hooke Castle), who married Eleanor O’Kelly from Aughrim in County Galway
(or possibly of Aughrim, County Wicklow). Partial veracity of the document is
confirmed by the inclusion of Thomas Hooke, Nathaniel’s grandfather.
Independent documentation confirms his existence, though not his place of birth,
and the feasibility of his being born in 1590s.® There is no evidence connecting
him with Hooke Castle. It is interesting to note that both of these early Hookes are

claimed to have married women from prominent Gaelic Irish families.” Such a

Castle invented their own ancestor Florence to tack on to the Eustace provided by the earlier
version’, Mr C. E. A. Cheesman, Rouge Dragon Pursuivant, Personal Communication, 9 Dec.
2004.

7 Nicholas de Saint-Allais, Nobiliaire universel de France ou recueil général des genéalogies
historiques des maisons nobles de ce royaume (Paris, 1872), pp 19-22.

¥ The will of Thomas Hooke, Alderman, was proven in 1672, see the Twenty-sixth report of the
deputy keeper of the pubic records and keeper of the state papers in Ireland (Dublin, 1894), p.
428. A will for an Alderman Thomas Cooke, undated, is recorded in the Index of Will Abstracts
held by the Genealogical Office, see P. Beryl Eustace, ‘Index of will abstracts in the Genealogical
Office, Dublin’, in Guide to the Genealogical Office Dublin (Dublin, 1998), p. 145. Confusion
between Hooke and Cooke is not unlikely and Thomas Hooke was indeed incorrectly recorded as
Thomas Cooke in the Civil Survey of 1654, see R. C. Simington (ed.), The Civil Survey 1654-56:
volume vii, county of Dublin (Dublin, 1945), p. xxii.

? Certain branches of the O’Byrnes did actually establish social and cultural links with the English
of Pale during the late 1500s. See Colm Lennon, Sixteenth century Ireland: the incomplete
conquest (Dublin, 1994), p. 194.
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connection with Gaelic nobility would have served Nathaniel Hooke’s purpose by
strengthening his claim to noble status in French eyes. It may also have gained
him greater acceptance in Irish émigré circles in Paris. Significantly Hooke made
no mention of his grandfather being mayor of Dublin. While this would have
testified to the family’s status, it would also have highlighted unwelcome links
with Parliament and radical Protestantism in the 1640s, 1650s and 1660s. Hooke
would appear to have suppressed this aspect of his past by constructing an
alternative origin centring on Hooke Castle/Hook Tower.

Most of the confusion surrounding the history of the Hookes stems from
Nathaniel seemingly constructing this past connection with Hook Tower himself.
An early seventeenth century map depicts the lighthouse as ‘Castle Hooke’
complete with fortifications.'® A later document by Hooke refers to his possession
and use of a book of maps by cartographer John Speed.'' Hooke wrote in praise of
the usefulness of the atlas in 1705, one year before he applied for naturalisation as
a French subject. For a man seeking to prove his noble ancestry, the existence of
an extant Hooke Castle with suitably impressive battlements hinting at the past
martial gloire of the family must have been a godsend. The only building which
comes close to matching this description is the Tower of Hook on the Hook
peninsula, County Wexford. This however is a lighthouse built in the early
thirteenth century by William Marshall, earl of Pembroke to guide shipping safely

into Waterford harbour and the Barrow estuary. The original keepers of the Tower

' Billy Colfer, The Hook peninsula, Co. Wexford (Cork, 2004), p. 86. I am indebted to Mark
Colfer of Hook Heritage Ltd. for kindly sending me information on the history of Hook lighthouse,
and for pointing me in the direction of Billy Colfer’s section on the tower of Hook in The Hook
peninsula, pp 84-91.

' “The state of Scotland, written by the earl of Lauderdale in 1690 and sent to me by M. Louis
Inese, Almoner to the Queen’ [with annotation by Hooke], 7 Nov. 1705 (A.A.E. CP Angleterre,
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of Hook were the monks of the nearby Rinn Dubhan monastery, who had also
been involved in its construction, thus rendering any involvement of the Hooke
family in the early history of the tower unlikely.'> The first lay keepers of the
tower were established after the dissolution of the monastery in the 1540s and the
tower was shown with crenellations on Frances Jobson’s 1591 map of Waterford
Harbour."? A list of the principal castles in Wexford included Hook Tower in
1598.'

The remaining members of the Hooke family resident in the Tower, were
allegedly driven out by Cromwellian troops in the 1640s, escaping or expelled to
the West Indies."”” While members of the Hooke family were indeed to be found
on the West Indian islands of Martinique and Guadeloupe, it is unlikely that

Cromwellian dispossession was responsible for their presence.'® What had come

supplemental, vol. 3, f. 277r). Hooke cites the work as Speed’s Theatre of the empire of Great
Britain (London, 1614), p. 129.

12 Colfer, The Hook peninsula, p. 84.

" Ibid., p. 86.

4 Colfer, The Hook peninsula, p. 84; William Colfer, ‘The tower of Hook’, in Journal of the
Wexford Historical Society, no. 10 (1984-5), pp 69-78.

15 J. C. O’Callaghan, History of the Irish brigades in the service of France from the revolution in
Great Britain and Ireland under James I1., to the revolution in France under Louis XVI (Glasgow,
1870), p. 328; Richard Hayes, Biographical dictionary of Irishmen in France (Dublin, 1949), p.
128.

' References to this family are found in the Royal Irish Academy MSS 24 D9, pp 1-48. These
documents originate from a legal case concerning dérogeance taken in 1785 by members of this
West Indian Hooke family. They claimed descent from a John Hooke who left Ireland to establish
himself on St Christopher. He married Elizabeth Melou on the island. They had seven children and
after the siege of St ‘Kitts” moved to Guadeloupe, where they prospered. Members of the family
later served in the Irish regiments of the French army, and eventually established themselves in
Gatteville in Normandy. However the documents cast little light on when or why John Hooke left
Ireland, as, not surprisingly, the family members themselves were unclear by the 1780s; in de
Saint-Allais’s account of the Hooke family’s history in Nobiliaire universel de France, pp 19-22,
this John Hooke who migrated to the West Indies is identified as the son of Peter Hooke, a brother
of Nathaniel’s father John. His existence is confirmed by the Correspondence of Colonel N.
Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, p. ix. Peter’s son, John, would therefore have been Nathaniel’s cousin. If
the account is accurate, the political outlook of this branch of the family was very different to the
rest of the family: Peter Hooke is claimed to have disappeared after the reduction of Ireland by
Cromwell, and his son John, a cavalry licutenant, was allegedly proscribed at that time also,
leading to his migration to St Christopher. This version of the Hooke genealogy would place Peter
Hooke very much at odds with his father Thomas Hooke, a committed supporter of Parliament in
politics and Protestantism in religion, and a man who substantially aided and benefited from the
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to be called Hooke Castle was attacked by a small Parliamentary force from the
fort of Duncannon in July 1642. However it appears that there was no connection
between the Tower of Hook and the Hooke family, other than chance coincidence
in name. Yet both John Cornelius O’Callaghan and Richard Hayes appear to have
attributed the ‘Cromwellian’ attack on Hooke castle as the action which led to the
expulsion of the Hookes from their alleged lands in Wexford.!” There are serious
problems with this version of the Hooke’s family history. Despite later
misunderstanding or obfuscation, it remains a fact that the Hookes benefited
rather than suffered from the Cromwellian conquest and settlement.

Hooke was far from unusual in attempting, retrospectively, to embellish

his ancestry to mask the foundations of a rapid social ascent.'® Many first and

Cromwellian conquest as we shall see later in this chapter, and his brother John, the non-
conformist minister. De Saint-Allais gives no source for this information. As the work was printed
in the 1870s it may have been influenced by increasing controversy, much of it in print,
surrounding Cromwell’s memory in both Ireland and England. This could have led to a
misinterpretation of the reasons motivating John Hooke to leave Ireland. Rather than being forced
to leave, he may have been a voluntary participant in Cromwell’s “Western Design’ to mount an
expedition against Spanish territories in the West Indies. A John Hooke is recorded as Assistant to
the Commissary General of Musters in Jamaica in 1657, see C.S.P Colonial, America and the West
Indies, 1675-76: Addenda 1574-1674 (London, 1893), p. 499. If this is the same John Hooke, his
career was furthered by involvement with Cromwellianism rather than hindered. Spain, rather than
France, was England’s main rival in the 1650s. Indeed from the late 1650s England and France
were allies in a war against Spain. In the West Indies the island of St. Christopher was a shared
territory and instances of holding land in both parts of the island were not unusual, see C.S.P Col,,
America and the West Indies, p. 758. An anachronistic reading of history in the 1870s may have
projected prevailing historical attitudes backwards in time, to provide what seemed an eminently
plausible explanation of displacement by Cromwell, but one which went beyond the documentary
evidence. Nathaniel’s father, also John Hooke, equally was believed to have been dispossessed of
lands in Westmeath as a result of the Cromwellian settlement, see O’Callaghan, History of the
Irish brigades in the service of France, p. 328. In reality any association John Hooke had with
lands in Westmeath was as a result of his father, Thomas Hooke, implementing and benefiting
from the Cromwellian land settlement in the 1650s. Similarly confusion may have arisen in regard
to Thomas’ other son, Peter, and his grandson John. For the fate of those less fortunate Irishmen
and women who were transported to the Caribbean in the 1650s, see Sean O’Callaghan, To hell or
Barbados (Dingle, 2000); See also Aubrey Gwynn, ‘Documents relating to the Irish in the West
Indies’, in Analecta Hibernica, including the reports of the Irish Manuscripts Commission, no. 4
(Oct. 1932), pp 139-286.

70’ Callaghan, History of the Irish brigades in the service of France, p. 328; Hayes, Biographical
dictionary of Irishmen in France, p. 128.

'8 Joseph Bergin, The rise of Richelieu (Manchester, 1997), p. 12; C. E. A. Cheesman, Rouge
Dragon Pursuivant, Personal Communication, 9 Dec. 2004.
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second generations arrivistes in Ireland, England and France spent much time and
money avoiding the stigma of being seen as a parvenu in the ranks of nobility. It
was crucial to ‘cover their sometimes unsavoury and usually shadowy
backgrounds with a veneer of antiquity’; similarly ‘members of the displaced
¢lites of Old Ireland, adrift on the continent, clutched at pedigrees [which]
comforted by reminding them of what they had forfeited, and buttressed requests
for fresh ennoblement.”’ That even a man who became as eminent in the
hierarchies of the French church and state as Cardinal Richelieu felt the need for a
sympathetic redaction of his pedigree demonstrates that the weight of authority
and legitimacy attached to the prestige of lineage was no mere foible.”’ The
consequences of having the legitimacy of claims accepted could be great. For a
man in Richelieu’s position in the highest ranks of the elite an illustrious past
served to cast his rise to power in a natural light and reinforce his hold on the
most powerful offices of state. To those in Hooke’s position, strangers and exiles
in France, far below les grands on the social scale, the benefits of a distinguished
ancestry were also practical. Economically the acknowledgement of noble status
was vitally important in avoiding taxes and making the financial position of
emigre families more secure. Socially it provided an entrée into the exclusive
world of the French nobility. Hooke’s true identity as one of the newer English of
Ireland complicated his situation still further. Hence he obscured the awkward
portions of his heritage and highlighted or invented elements which he believed

enhanced his prospects of being granted a patent of nobility in France.

' T. C. Barnard, 4 new anatomy of Ireland: the Irish protestants, 1649-1770 (London & New
Haven, 2003), pp 45-51.
2 Bergin, The rise of Richelieu, pp 12-13.
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While Hooke did receive his patent of nobility in France, his claims were
not uncontested. Other Irish observers in France commented less favourably on
Hooke’s ancestry, insinuating that it was far from noble in origin. Rumours
regarding Hooke even penetrated the court at Versailles. Louis XIV, it appears,
was moved by interest and curiosity to enquire about the origins of this Irishman.
In his response to Louis’s query his foreign minister and Hooke’s superior, Jean
Baptiste Colbert, marquis de Torcy, gave a glimpse of another enduring facet of
Irish identity: begrudgery. He recounted details regarding Hooke that he had
learned whilst in conversation with an Irish friar.”' The good friar (unfortunately
his name has not been recorded), obviously unimpressed by Hooke’s
achievements, rank and titles filled in some of the man’s family background,
including the fact that ‘his father was Irish and nothing more than a man from the
common people.’” In other words, there was no reason for Colonel Hooke to
aspire to ideas above his station. Rarely can the issue of Irish identity have been
discussed in such elevated circles.

A more plausible foundation for the Hooke’s origins lie in southern
England. Both Hampshire and Gloucestershire were cited as the location of
related Hooke families, and both had major ports which were trading centres.
Gloucestershire in particular had established mercantile links, through Bristol,
with Irish ports. The civic government structures that developed in Dublin bore
many of the hallmarks of Bristol’s administrative organisation and special trading

privileges in Dublin were granted to the merchant guilds of Bristol by King Henry

2! Frédéric Masson (ed.), Journal inédit de Jean-Baptiste Colbert, marquis de Torcy (Paris, 1884),
p. 109.
* Ibid.
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Il in 1172.% These close connections between the cities provide a credible motive
for the migration of the members of the Hooke family to Dublin.**

While sources for the earliest history of the family in Ireland are not as
extensive as one might wish due to the unfortunate destruction of records,
evidence does exist that casts light on the family’s presence, status and way of life
in seventeenth and eighteenth century Dublin. It is against the backdrop of the
Wars of the Three Kingdoms that details of the Hooke family become more
plentiful. At this turbulent point Thomas Hooke (d. 1670) was family patriarch.*
He appeared first in the subsidy rolls of the city in 1637.%° In following years he
set about fostering his family’s place in mercantile business operations despite the
escalating political difficulties in Ireland and the other kingdoms.*’

Because of trade and frequent correspondence with merchants and
seafaring crews from other ports throughout the Isles and beyond, Thomas Hooke
was well informed on the state of affairs throughout the Three Kingdoms of the
Stuart polity. Contemporaries recognised access to information as a key advantage
and the lifeblood of commerce.”® What distinguished Hooke however from his
contemporaries was his ability to capitalise on these connections. He possessed

the requisite strength of character to negotiate the uncertain and often choppy

2 Aubrey Gwynn, ‘Medieval Bristol and Dublin’, in Irish Historical Studies, v, no. 20 (1947), p.
279; R. D. Edwards, ‘The beginnings of municipal government in Dublin’, in Dublin Historical
Record, i,no. 1 (1938), p. 3.

** Correspondence of Colonel N. Hooke, ed. Macray, vol. ii, p. i.

> Fifty seventh report of the deputy keeper of the public records and keeper of the state papers in
Ireland, (Dublin, 1919), p. 561.

* Herbert Wood (ed.), The registers of Saint Catherine, Dublin, 1636-1715 (London, 1908),
Appendix A, ‘Extracts from subsidy roll, city of Dublin, 1637°, p. 234; T. C. Barnard,
Cromwellian Ireland: English government and reform in Ireland 1649-60 (Oxford, 1975), p. 82.

2 Wood (ed.), The registers of S. Catherine, p. 234.

% Thomas Mun, England’s treasure by foreign trade (originally 1664, reprint New York, 1885),
pp 7-27.
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waters of the first half of the seventeenth century, ‘the age of the soldier’.” This is
manifest from his activities throughout this period both in business and
economics. His skill and perseverance ensured that the family’s fortunes not alone
stayed afloat during this critical period but prospered amidst the uncertainty and
trauma of war.*’

Following the sudden downfall of the earl of Strafford as Lord Deputy the
fissiparous nature of the body politic of the island became manifest.’' Political and
religious tensions were rising to dangerous levels on both sides of the Irish Sea.*
On the eve of crisis in the Three Kingdoms Hooke had been a minor merchant of
comfortable means but not a member of the prestigious merchant’s Guild of the
Holy Trinity.>> He was still of the ‘middling sort’ in the city, neither pauper nor
patrician.>® On the outbreak of the Irish rebellion in 1641 however Hooke had
nailed his colours to the mast by giving significant material support to the

government’s forces. Hooke’s sense of English and Protestant identity appears to

% Joseph Bergin (ed.), The seventeenth century: Europe 1598-1715 (Oxford, 2001), pp 9-10.

% Hooke was listed as resident in the heart of the old medieval city in the narrow street of
Skinner’s Row/Castle Street, nestling between the Dublin Castle and Christchurch cathedral in the
parish of St Nicholas within the walls, see Séamus Pender, (ed.), Census of Ireland c. 1659
(Dublin, 1939), p. 363. By 1664 Thomas Hooke’s business endeavours, and his political
connections, saw him joining the flight to suburbia having added a large pile, with six ‘chymneys’,
in the Finglas countryside to his other properties; see G. S. Cary, ‘Hearth money role for Co.
Dublin, 1664’ in Journal of the Kildare Archaeological Society, xi (1930-33), p. 420. Apparently
the involvement of prominent Dublin politicians in lucrative, if not always entirely legitimate,
property transactions has a long history.

3! Patrick Little, ‘The Earl of Cork and the fall of the Earl of Strafford, 1638-41’ in The Historical
Journal, xxxix, no. 3 (1996), p. 624; Patrick Little, “The Irish ‘Independents’ and Viscount Lisle’s
lieutenancy of Ireland” in The Historical Journal, xxxxiv, no. 4 (2001), p. 944; Phil Kilroy,
Protestant dissent and controversy in Ireland 1660-1714 (Cork, 1994), pp 6-7.

32 Conrad Russell, ‘The British background to the Irish Rebellion of 1641° in Historical Research,
Ixi, no. 144 (February, 1988), pp 166-182; Sarah Barber, ‘The formation of cultural attitudes: the
examples of the three kingdoms in the 1650s’ in Allan Maclnnes & Jane Ohlmeyer (eds.), The
Stuart kingdoms in the seventeenth century: awkward neighbours (Dublin, 2002), pp 169-185;
Barry Coward, The Stuart age: England 1603-1714 (London, 3™ edition, 2003), pp 198-200;
Foster, Modern Ireland, p. 81.

33 Barnard, 4 new anatomy of Ireland, p. 173; Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 82.

3 Barnard, 4 new anatomy of Ireland, pp 239-278; H. R. French, “The search for the ‘middle sort
of people’ in England, 1600-1800” in The Historical Journal, xxxxiii, no. 1 (2000), pp. 277-293.
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have motivated him to support the parliamentary position in the wars of the Three
Kingdoms.”” In the religiously and politically poisonous and precarious
atmosphere of mid-seventeenth century Dublin, the recent actions of the King
must have seemed unconscionable. Charged with upholding the Reformed Church
in England against the ‘Papal antichrist’, he had apparently betrayed his ‘bounden
and sacred duty’.’® For this there could be no forgiveness and from Thomas
Hooke there was none. In due course as the King met his death on the
executioners block Hooke had no qualms about the justice of the deed. An
informant later claimed that Hooke had said that the ‘trial of the king had been the
right and proper course of action and [...] the execution of Charles I had been a
just outcome.”’

Hooke’s sympathies were clearly protestant and parliamentary. His beliefs
engaged him to provide practical support. In 1642 he provided significant
amounts of supplies to the government forces fighting the Confederate Catholic
armies, while in 1643 he was recorded as being paid forty eight pounds for thirty
barrels of herrings.>® However payment was not always so readily forthcoming. In
January 1647 Hooke petitioned Parliament, recently victorious in its first tilt
against the King, for the payment of a sum of 948/ 4s, plus interest, for the supply

of victuals, namely a large quantity of ‘herrings and cheese’ to the English

% L. I. Amold, The Restoration land settlement in county Dublin, 1660-88: a history of the
administration of the acts of Settlement and Explanation (Dublin, 1993), pp 155, 159; L. J. Arnold,
‘The Cromwellian land settlement of the county of Dublin 1652-60" in The Journal of the Royal
Society of Antiquaries of Ireland, ci (Dublin, 1971), p. 150.

36 Kilroy, Protestant dissent, p. 5; John Adamson, ‘England without Cromwell’ in Niall Ferguson
(ed.), Virtual history (London, 1997), p. 105.

37 Anonymous informant to the lord lieutenant, the duke of Ormond, 1663, in R. P. Mahaffy (ed.),
Calendar of the State Papers relating to Ireland preserved in the Public Record Office, 1663-65,
(London, 1907), p. 499.

3 Order of the [Irish] lords and commons in parliament assembled, Dublin,7 April 1643 (Bodl.,
Rawlinson MSS A. 110, ff 45v-46r).
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garrison then stationed in the city.” In the midst of a complex political, military
and religious struggle for control in Ireland, with the fortunes of each party in a
continuous precarious flux between triumph and defeat for the best part of a
decade, Hooke displayed an uncanny capacity to survive and even prosper.
Thomas Hooke may have been one of those who welcomed the arrival of
Cromwell’s Parliamentary army to Ireland in 1649.* He could take satisfaction in
having had a small share in facilitating its creation.”’ Hooke himself appears to
have been personally involved in the organisation and transportation of an earlier
expedition of 2000 Parliamentary troops to Dublin in 1647.* Seeing little chance
of maintaining the royalist position in Ireland, the lord lieutenant, the duke of
Ormond, had negotiated an agreement to hand the city over to Parliamentary
forces. Ormond eventually withdrew from the city in July 1647. From April 1647
preparations for an expeditionary force under Colonel Michael Jones were made
in England. The fall of the port of Chester to Parliament in February 1647 made
such an undertaking much easier. Plans for a much larger military intervention in
Ireland became entangled in an increasingly bitter and disabling internal power
struggle between Parliamentary soldiers and political factions in London.

However despite this internecine wrangling Jones’s force was assembled and

%% Historical Manuscripts Commission, Sixth report, part one, (London, 1877), p. 155.

* David Sturdy, Fractured Europe 1600-1721 (Oxford, 2002), p. 171.

*1 Of course not so gratified as to forget his continuing petitions to parliament for the repayment of
his capital sum of 948 / and 4s plus accrued interest. Business astuteness and acumen remained the
hallmarks of this canny gentleman.

2 C.S. P. Ire., 1647-1660 (London, 1903), pp 727-43. Thomas Hooke may have travelled to
London to pursue a case in relation to debts owing to him from Parliament. His familiarity with
arrangements for trade and shipping between Ireland and England, and specifically the port of
Chester, made his selection for a his role in organising the logistics for the transport of
Parliamentary troops and supplies to Dublin a very rational one.
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transported from Chester.* Hooke and another merchant were entrusted with over
seeing the practicalities of providing supplies and aiding with transportation.
Hooke was compensated for his efforts with a grant of £60 and no doubt the added
benefit of a large amount of goodwill on the part of the Parliamentary
Commissioners in Ireland, who had travelled from Chester with the expedition.**

During 1649-50 the political landscape of Ireland was changed by
Cromwell’s progress. Economic instability, along with the uncertainty generated
by the execution of the king exacerbated the situation. Thomas Hooke was able to
adjust to the new political, religious and social climate. Religion appears to have
providing reassurance and comfort for Hooke, at a time when the next world
never seemed far away. In the midst of a vicious war, calamitous events were
recounted at length and in gruesome detail by a stream of pamphlets and alleged
eye witness accounts. This heightened already existing fear and panic. Inevitably
in such a period of crisis, questions arose concerning mortality and the
relationship between this world and the afterlife. If all Protestants were good God
fearing people why had so many been allowed to die? Why had their trust in
Providence apparently proved false?

In the search for answers to these questions Hooke found his solace in the
newly established Independent church in St Nicholas, close by his Castle Street
residence.®” The Independent churches were established in the wake of the arrival

of the Cromwellian army. The religious ethos of this military force was influenced

* David Scott, Politics and war in the three Stuart kingdoms: 1637-49 (London, 2004), pp 134-39;
C. S. P. Ire, 1647-1660, p. 731. As late as February 1647 the Committee of the Admiralty was
requested to provide shipping for 6,000 infantry and 400 cavalry. By March however very
unmilitary terms such as ‘encouragement’ and ‘persuade’ were being used in relation to sending
troops to Ireland, see C. S. P. Ire., 1647-1660, pp 740-41.

#.C. 8. P. Ire., 1647-1660 (London, 1903), p. 742.
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by Independent beliefs and two churches were quickly set up to meet the spiritual
needs of soldiers and administrators. One was at St Nicholas’s Church and the
other, serving mainly the military, at Christchurch Cathedral.*®

The radical religious groups emerging from the spiritual and political
volatility of 1640s England were eager to attract adherents in Ireland.*’ Prior to
their arrival from England the indigenous Irish Reformed Church had not been as
seriously affected by the issues that saw the virtual mushrooming of both
separatist and non-separatist dissenter movements within the English
ecclesiastical structure.*® The entire Cromwellian expedition to Ireland had a
significant religious element. An outlook and motivation redolent of a crusader

mentality infused the entire Cromwellian enterprise from its inception, rendering

subsequent hostilities, at times, brutal in the extreme.

To fight for God’s cause was [...] [a] vocation. Those who fought for a false God were
idolators and blasphemers. Their cause was wicked. They could expect the harsh
formalities of war and no more. In the case of a holy war against militant and hostile
Catholicism there could be no give in the steel of Cromwell’s avenging sword.*’

This missionary zeal and evangelical fervour proved attractive to the Hooke

family. In addition to Thomas becoming a member of the St Nicholas’s

* Phil Kilroy, ‘Radical religion in Ireland, 1641-60° in Jane Ohlmeyer (ed.), Ireland from
independence to occupation 1641-60, (Cambridge, 1995), p. 207.

% Kilroy, ‘Radical religion in Ireland, 1641-60°, p. 208.

4 St. J. D. Seymour, The puritans in Ireland, 1647-61 (Oxford, 1912, reprint 1969), p. 61;
Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp 90-8.

*® Seymour, The puritans in Ireland, p. 51.

¥ J. C. Davis, Oliver Cromwell (London, 2001), pp 107-12. Davis emphasises that ‘war, remained,
for Cromwell, politics, and we might say, religion by other means’, ‘indeed the interplay between
the three is essentially the story of his career from 1642 onwards’. For a complementary and
instructive reassessment of conflict in England also being much more brutal than previously
thought, see Will Coster, ‘Massacre and codes of conduct in the English Civil War’, in Mark
Levene and Penny Roberts (eds), The massacre in history (New York, 1999), pp 89-105. Coster
argues that the war in England was as bloody as that in Ireland and Scotland, if not more so. He
lists eighteen separate instances of massacre in England between 1643 and 1645. [...] the English
were not so different from their Celtic or European contemporaries [...] they were subject to
similar prejudices and codes of conduct.’
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Independent congregation he also brought the rest of his family to join the
‘assembly of the gathered saints’.

In time the Hookes’ involvement with the church developed and deepened
significantly. Thomas himself became not only a full member but later an elder of
the church, a position of honour and no little responsibility.”® He was closely
associated with Samuel Winter (1603-66), provost of Trinity College Dublin from
1652, minister at St Nicholas’s and leader of the moderate Independents in
Ireland, and Samuel Mather (1626-71), co-pastor of Winters at St Nicholas’s,
senior fellow of Trinity, and previously employed by the council of state in
England. Both of these men were prominent figures in the political and religious
affairs of Ireland during the Commonwealth and Protectorate.’’ In a further
demonstration of the Hookes’ close bond with, and commitment to, the church,
Thomas’s son, John, became an Independent minister.”? In the 1650s he was one
of a number of Independent ministers who formed the equivalent of a spiritual
‘special forces squad’ sent to preach vigorously the true message throughout the
country.53

Thomas Hooke’s close involvement with and progress in the religious
sphere of the Independent Church in Dublin was mirrored by an equally, and not

unrelated, meteoric ascent in the civic politics and administration of the city.

*0 Seymour, The puritans in Ireland, p. 61.

> Mather was a member of a renowned New England puritan family. For the careers of Winter
and Mather in Ireland, see R. L. Greaves, God'’s other children: protestant nonconformists and the
emergence of denominational churches in Ireland 1660-1700 (Stanford, 1997), pp 7, 12-13, 22,
24, 35, 55-56, 99, 161; Kilroy, Protestant dissent, pp 60-80, 154-55, 162n, 165n, 241, 259;
Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp 81, 83, 99-100, 112-18, 120, 121, 126-27, 129, 132-33, 136-42,
158, 174, 192, 199-205, 210. For the close relations between Thomas Hooke and Winter and
Mather see Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp 81, 147n, 192. A bequest of 40s for a ring for
Mather was included in Hooke’s will, dated 20 June 1670, see Macrae (ed.), Correspondence of
Colonel N. Hooke, ii, p. ii.

52 Kilroy, Protestant dissent, p. 54, n. 26; Seymour, The puritans in Ireland, pp 57, 214.
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Previously outside the established oligarchy entrenched in power in the city’s
government, Hooke’s connections with members of the new regime proved
advantageous.’ On the arrival of the Parliamentary Commissioners in Dublin the
issue of religion moved to the forefront in the formation of policies for the
administration of the expanding areas under Commonwealth control.

As the Cromwellian campaign against the forces of the Confederacy
progressed rapidly from August 1649 onwards the question of what would happen
in the wake of victory became more urgent. Again the policies put forward
reflected the centrality of the religious aspect intertwined with a desire to avenge
the alleged massacres of 1641. Chief amongst the aims of the Cromwellian
settlement was the completion of the conquest of Ireland. The new dispensation
would endeavour finally to instil English Protestant values and cultural norms
nationwide through the mechanisms of property confiscation and population
transfer.

When in May 1650, Cromwell delegated the coordination of mopping up
operations to his deputy Henry Ireton (1611-1651), Thomas Hooke was already
well placed in Dublin political and economic circles. Although an Alderman of
the City of Dublin since at least 1642 he became considerably more prominent in
this role in the 1650s.>> Dublin aldermen, appointed for life, were a self-selecting
group who, along with the Common Council, were entrusted with the oversight of

municipal government.”® Hooke’s ascent was one of a number of politically

>3 Seymour, The puritans in Ireland (Oxford, 1912, reprint, 1967), p. 57.

> Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 81.

> Charles McNeill (ed.), The Tanner letters: original documents and notices of Irish affairs in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Dublin, 1943), p. 171.

6 Edwards, ‘The beginnings of municipal government in Dublin’ in Dublin Historical Record,
vol. i, no. 1 (Dublin, 1938), p. 8.
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reliable aldermen such as Richard Tighe, Daniel Hutchinson and John Preston
who came to the fore of this body during the early years of the Commonwealth.”’

Thomas Hooke’s rise to influence within this group was rapid. In 1654 he
was elected, in a departure from the previous system of arranged succession, to
the office of mayor of Dublin. He advanced steadily in power and responsibility in
the civic government of Interregnum Dublin as he proved both his loyalty and
usefulness to the Cromwellian regime. He became mayor, justice of the peace,
revenue commissioner, commissioner for probate of wills and farmer of the petty
customs of Dublin. He was directly involved in overseeing land confiscation and
population transplantation. Indeed in what can be seen as evidence of his
trustworthiness and reliability he was the only non-military member amongst an
eight man commission sent to the precinct of Waterford to investigate ‘the
delinquency of Irish and other proprietors [...] in order to the distinguishing of
their respective qualifications, according to the act for settling Ireland’.*®

His period as mayor in 1654-55 coincided with the arrival of many crucial
instructions from the Commonwealth Parliament.’® This parliament, the first, at
least notionally, ‘British’ parliament, acted as the seat of power for the de facto
union of England, Ireland and Scotland. It advised the Dublin-based lord deputy
and council, which acted as the governing body in Ireland, on how best to manage
the country. The aldermen and common council of Dublin in turn were entrusted
with duties in areas not previously included in their traditional sphere of
responsibility. Hooke and his colleagues were delegated to deal with the appeals

of those to be transplanted to Connaught. He was also selected by the lord deputy

> Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, pp 81-3.
*¥ Robert Dunlop (ed.), Ireland under the commonwealth (2 vols, Manchester, 1913), ii, 378.
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and council to be part of the examining committee for the approbation of ministers
of religion and assigned a part in the responsibility of organising a series of
lectures in Irish. These initiatives were designed to make the spreading of the
Word both efficient and available to the widest possible spectrum of the
population.®® Combined with the envisaged land settlement and population
transfers, this can be seen as an ambitious attempt at social engineering, an
attempt to bend extant religious, political and social values to a configuration
more acceptable to the prevailing standards and morals of the Protectorate.
Thomas Hooke was deeply involved in this process, demonstrating both
his loyalty and usefulness to the Cromwellian regime. In return he received
financial rewards and further posts. Hooke’s most important role at this time came
as a commissioner of the Civil Survey for the county of Dublin under the overall
supervision of William Petty in 1654.°" Hooke’s appointment as commissioner,
dating from October 1654, was unique as he was the only civilian named on the
Survey. His fellow commissioners Lt. Col. Isaac Dobson, Lt. Col. Robert Doyley
and Lt. Col. John Tuttle were all military officers.”> Hooke’s presence on the
commission was designed to satisfy the interests of the adventurers who
underwrote the Parliamentary campaign while his colleagues’ membership
stemmed from the army’s desire to procure recompense for the pay arrears of the

veterans.

¥ Ibid., ii, 344, 378, 462, 464, 466, 470, 487, 509, 528, 545, 588, 603n., 624, 665.

% Seymour, The puritans in Ireland, p. 114.

' W. H. Hardinge, ‘On manuscript mapped and other townland surveys in Ireland of a public
character, embracing the Gross, Civil and Down Surveys, from 1640 to 1688’ in Transactions of
the Royal Irish Academy, xxiv (Dublin, 1862), p. 67.

“ Ibid.
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Perhaps not surprisingly, at the end of this exercise Hooke was recorded as
the holder of the lease of extensive estates in North Dublin, estimated at over 1400
acres,63 spread over the three baronies of Nethercross, Coolock and Castleknock.**
These estates were, in the main, previously the property of Philip Hore, an Old
English Catholic whose lands were confiscated for his alleged association with the
rebels of the 1640s. Evidencing the immense amount of human suffering attendant
to such upheaval, Molly Hore, a member of the family, had committed suicide
upon hearing of their intended transplantation to Connacht.®’ In lieu of the full
repayment of his capital sum of 948/ 4s plus interest (a sum now amounting to
more than the original investment) still owing from the 1640s, Hooke was granted
the use of these estates on a renewable lease from Parliament in London. The case
of Hooke’s claim for satisfaction of the debt, and crucially the thorny subject of
the attendant interest, occasioned a veritable flurry of cross channel
correspondence. Hooke, appealing directly to Protector Cromwell in London,
eventually won his battle to acquire a lease to the lands that would run until such
time as his original investment was repaid and he had recouped the now larger
amount of interest, granted at very generous rate of 8%.° In addition to these
lands Hooke was a landowner in his own right, being listed as the proprietor of
five acres in Dublin city itself.®” In the absence of a survey for the central city area

comprehensive information on these properties is lacking but through a variety of

% Mahaffy (ed.), Calendar of the State Papers relating to Ireland, 1647-60 (London, 1903), pp
643-4. 1 would to thank Joseph Byrne for his valuable advice on researching land grants in the
1650s and 1660s.

64 Simington (ed.), The Civil Survey 1654-56: volume vii, County of Dublin (I. M. C., Dublin,
1945), p. xxii.

5 William J. Smyth, ‘Exploring the social and cultural topographies of sixteenth and seventeenth
century Dublin’, in Kevin Whelan and F. H. A. Aalen (eds), Dublin. City and county: from
prehistory to present. Essays in honour of J. H. Andrews (Dublin, 1992), p. 175.

5 Mahaffy (ed.), Calendar of the State Papers relating to Ireland, 1647-60, pp 643-4, 844, 848.
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other surviving documentation the Hooke family can be connected with the
parishes of St Catherine’s, St Nicholas’s-within-the-Walls and St Werbourg’s.®®
Rather than being harmed by the Cromwellian conquest and land settlement as
was assumed by later historical works discussed earlier in this chapter, the Hooke
family prospered during the period. These were the family circumstances and
ethos into which Nathaniel Hooke was born: ethnically English, Independent in
religion and avowedly anti-Royalist in politics. This was also the heritage
Nathaniel Hooke was understandably keen to conceal when drawing up his family
tree in 1706. The descendants of many of those who had lost out during the 1650s
were his companions in exile in France. It was a situation that Nathaniel could
hardly have expected given the circumstances of his own birth and early life.

After the Restoration and the fall of the old sources of political patronage,
the Hooke family still enjoyed a measure of success like many others who had
profited from the Interregnum. The manner of the return of Charles II to the
throne of the three kingdoms, through negotiation rather than military victory,
made the situation complex. ‘In practice the monarchy had been reconstructed by
the same powers by which it had been destroyed: the army and parliament.’®
Both reward and revenge were therefore necessarily tempered by political
expediency.

In Ireland Charles’s policy of attempting to cater to all interests on the

religious and political spectrum led his close confidant, the lord lieutenant of

57 Arnold, The Restoration land settlement in Co Dublin, 1660-88, pp 155, 159.

% Wood (ed.), The registers of St. Catherine, Dublin, pp 104, 234; Pender (ed.), Census of Ireland
c. 1659, p. 363; Fifty first report of the deputy keeper of the public records and keeper of the state
papers in Ireland (Dublin, 1919), pp 558-9.

% Jonathan Scott, England’s troubles: seventeenth-century English political instability in a
European context (Cambridge, 2000), p. 188.
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Ireland James Butler (1610-88), duke of Ormond, to make the well known
comment that it would be necessary to create another Ireland to satisfy everyone.
The Acts of Settlement and Explanation whose implementation Ormond oversaw
in an attempt to square the circle of land redistribution left few people happy. The
attempted balance of interests ended instead by falling between two stools.
Royalist and Catholic claimants were disillusioned that the workings of the Acts
had not returned more of their land despite their loyalty to the king.
Parliamentarians too were disgruntled at having to surrender part of their gains.
Having supported, in their own eyes at least, the right cause, triumphed in the
wars and invited the king back to the kingdom, they now resented what many saw
as a punitive peace settlement. For some this resentment hardened into active
subversion. A hardcore of conspirators led by Captain Thomas Blood planned to
seize Dublin Castle in 1663. This military coup was intended as an act of political
theatre, a salutary lesson to the king reminding him of the power that the army
veterans and its political supporters could marshal in Ireland. While Blood’s Plot
failed it presented a clear lesson in just how far royal policy in Ireland was
effectively trammelled by mutually exclusive interests.

Thomas Hooke’s experience after the Restoration in Ireland shows the
lack of a coherent and definitive policy. Initially, he felt the cold winds of the new
dispensation. He no longer enjoyed the access to power and the attendant benefits
which he had gained from holding office under the Protectorate. As one of those
who had supported the old regime from ideological beliefs, religious and political,
this was to be expected. However, the mixed nature of royal policy in Ireland was

highlighted by the fact that Hooke retained his position as an Alderman of Dublin
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Corporation. An unsuccessful effort was made immediately after the Restoration
in 1660, to have Hooke excluded from the general pardon issued by Charles I1.7
He remained an alderman until his death, even in the wake of further damning
allegations against him, reported, anonymously, to the new Lord Deputy and
Privy Council late in 1662 or early 1663. A ‘Note on the conduct of certain

Aldermen and Councillors of Dublin’ recommended that

Certain persons — as follows — should be put out from being Aldermen and others of the
Common Council [should be expelled] which will conduce to the peace of His Majesty’s
Government and the welfare of his subjects: - Richard Tight [Tighe?], Thomas Hook (sic),
Daniel Hutcheson, John Preston, William Clife — all aldermen.

Tight said that King James committed an abominable crime [named] with the duke of
Buckingham, that the late king did poison King James, and that ‘he would rather die than
see the foberyes of common prayer used.” Hook (sic) said, before Lieutenant-Colonel
Yarner, that the late king was justly put to death and that it was a just act of parliament.

The above to be ‘expulsed’ from bearing any office and be ‘disfrancht.” Sir William
‘Dumbell’ [Dumvile], the Mayor and Recorder Alderman William Smith, Peter Weybrant,
Mark Quine, Robert Deey, aldermen, or any four or more of them, should be empowered
from time to time to ‘expulse’ all such out of the ‘tabell’ of Aldermen and Common
Council ‘as they shall conceve fitt; teninge to His Majesty’s servis’. Only those known to
be well affected to the King’s Government to be Aldermen or of the Common Council.”’

Given that charges could be made against many members of the
Corporation, the writer went on to specify why he saw Hooke’s behaviour as
particularly egregious. He stated that Hooke in maintaining publicly, in front of
many witnesses, that ‘the trial of the king had been the right and proper course of
action and [....] the execution of Charles I had been a just outcome’ was unfit for
any office. Furthermore the writer urged that the matter be investigated
thoroughly because those mentioned were only the most obviously guilty. It was

probably no coincidence that these claims were made at the same time as

" Bodl., Clarendon state papers, 73, f. 264, cited in Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 85.

! “Note on the conduct of certain Aldermen and Councillors of Dublin’, 1662, in C. S. P. Ire.,
1663-65, p. 499. As an example of the ironies of history, and continuing connection networks, a
descendent of the William Domville, (lawyer, attorney general of Ireland and father in law of
William Molyneux), recommended here to enforce censure upon Thomas Hooke, became a friend
and correspondent of Hooke’s great-grandson Nathaniel Hooke (c. 1690-1763), when both men
had settled in England in the 1700s, see P. Beryl Eustace (ed.), Registry of Deeds Dublin: abstract
of wills, volume II, 1746-8 (Dublin, 1954), p. 158.
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revelations concerning Blood’s Plot became public. The early days of the
Restoration gave great leeway to those interested in settling old scores or making
a profit from those recently dislodged from power.”* The informant against Hooke
may have been seeking reward or preferment; or possibly revenge for a hostile
decision by one of the many administrative bodies Hooke acted on, possibly even
one of the transported seeking a means of redress. Even if the claim was entirely
spurious it gave the crown an opportunity to harass a man who was widely known
as a supporter of the former regime: strength of the evidence, indeed evidence
itself, rarely proved a bar to judicial retribution.

The informer in this case was to be disappointed, because in the wake of
the unrest evident among unreconstituted Cromwellians, the authorities in Dublin
evidently had no desire to make an example of Thomas Hooke. Despite the
serious accusations levelled against Hooke no action was taken. Hooke himself
sought to exploit the uncertainty of royal policy regarding the land settlement but
lost out in the subsequent tussle for Philip Hore’s Kilsalaghan estate to the better
connected Sir George Lane,” secretary to Ormond.”* However Hooke fought a
vigorous rearguard action against dispossession. He refused to vacate the property

arguing a lawful lease had previously been granted to him. The arrangement he

2 H.MM.C., Report on the manuscripts of F. W. Leyborne-Popham (Norwich, 1899), pp 269-70. Dr
George Clarke, Judge Advocate of the army from 1681 and secretary for war in 1689, who
interrogated Nathaniel Hooke in that year, recalled a similar incident where malicious claims had
been made against his grandfather by a covetous neighbour.

7 George Lane (1620-1683), Viscount Lanesborough. Born in Ireland to Richard Lane and his
second wife Mabel, née Fitzgerald; grandson of an Elizabethan military migrant from England, but
also with family links to the Gaelic O’Farrells and the Old English Burkes. He entered Trinity
College Dublin in 1638. Royalist exile during the civil wars, as secretary to Ormond during his
post-Restoration lord lieutenancy he acquired his title, government posts, lands and a reputation
for venality. See Toby Barnard, ‘Lane, George, first Viscount Lanesborough (1620—-1683). See the
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/58510,
accessed 22 Dec. 2005].

™ Mahaffy (ed.), Calendar of the State Papers relating to Ireland, 1663-5, p. 399.
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referred was that that had been decided in lieu of the payment of arrears owing to
Hooke for the goods he supplied to Parliament in 1643. When Hooke had
petitioned the tri-national parliament in London for satisfaction of the
longstanding debt on a number of occasions in the 1650s he had complained
bitterly of the time taken for repayment and of being unable to engage in trade as
a consequence. After correspondence between Dublin and London, the Lord
Protector decreed that the issue be solved by the award of revenue from Hore’s
lands, and to ensure full restitution a lease on the lands was granted to Hooke for
twenty one years. Hooke argued that as he had not had full restitution the lease
was still in force.

This parcel of Hore lands was to be a cause célebre after the Restoration.
The case aptly illustrates the untidy and confused muddle of the Restoration land
settlement in Ireland. George Lane, as we have seen, used his connections to the
lord lieutenant to acquire a title to the lands, while Hooke had actual possession of
the lands and Hore was still aggrieved at his original loss. Indeed even at the time
the case came to serve as a prime example of the problems the Crown faced in
Ireland regarding the redistribution of land. A Cromwellian grantee, a well
connected royalist and a Catholic ‘rebel’ contending for the right to land title: not
surprisingly the spectacle attracted the attention of those interested in the wider
political scene. The case was still a live issue in 1670 when the Irish land
settlement was once more creating waves at the English court. Richard Talbot

(1630-91),” in London acting as the agent for the Irish Catholic interest, hoped to

7 Talbot had fought with the Catholic Confederate and royalist armies in the 1640s and only
narrowly escaped from Drogheda after it fell to Cromwell’s forces in 1649. He became the leading
Catholic spokesman at court in the 1670s. Under James II, who created him earl of Tyrconnel, he
steadily acquired power and position in Ireland, becoming lord deputy in 1686. Apparently he
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use the Lane-Hore dispute (Hooke having died earlier in the year) to highlight the
injustices evident in the land settlement. However Lane proved himself the more
skilled political operator. When the case was called before council, with Charles 11
in attendance, it was revealed that a private arrangement had been made between
the two parties, thereby frustrating the hopes of those who had wanted to use the
issues involved to support calls for the reopening of the entire Irish land issue.’®
As for Hooke, he had lodged a brief in the court of claims instituting an
application for the granting of lands in the counties of Meath, Westmeath and
Armagh.”” The family had had connections with this area for some time. John
Hooke, Nathaniel’s father, had been sent as an Independent minister to Drogheda
on the Louth/Meath border in 1652.”° There he remained despite a turbulent
relationship with central authority, illustrated by a suspension from his preaching
duties in 1655.” Notwithstanding this he remained active in Drogheda as assistant
to Dr Faithful Teate.*” In 1659 he was assigned the additional responsibilities of
preaching at Dunleer and Holligestown.®' He was still officially acting at
Drogheda in 1660.% In the wake of the Restoration he refused to conform to the
Established Church. Therefore as ‘non-conformist’ he lost his position as a

minister entitled to remuneration from the church.®’

planned to undo the Restoration land settlement before the Revolution brought renewed upheaval.
Talbot died in 1691. His wife, Frances Jennings, was the sister of Sarah Jennings, wife of John
Churchill, duke of Marlborough. Her later meeting with Nathaniel Hooke, and continuing
involvement with Jacobitism, is discussed in chapter six.

76 Richard Cox, Hibernia Anglicana: or the history of Ireland from the conquest thereof by the
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In 1667 he is recorded as being once again resident in Dublin.** From this
point on very little information on the later life of Nathaniel’s father survives.
However in later records relating to Nathaniel’s education, his father is described
as both a ‘clerk’ (a description later applied to Nathaniel himself) and a merchant,
most likely involved to some degree with the family’s trading interests.” The
appellation ‘clerk’ in official records was quite often used to designate a
nonconformist minister. It can reasonably be supposed that a man with the
religious views of John Hooke did not give up his beliefs lightly and remained
active, preaching the faith to fellow non-conformists alienated by the Restoration
religious settlement.*®

In light of this decidedly Protestant and Cromwellian family history we
can return briefly to examine the representation of the family in later
historiography. Accounts of the Hooke family tell less than the full story. A
question that arises is whether this originated from deficiencies in the sources
available or whether another explanation might be hazarded. In J.C.
O’Callaghan’s History of the Irish Brigades in the service of France published in
1870, any allusion to Nathaniel Hooke’s Protestant New English past is absent.”’
Regarding his family background O’Callaghan states that Hooke was an offshoot
of an old line of that name expelled from their lands in Westmeath by the
Cromwellians. However as we have seen the Hooke family had been

Cromwellians themselves, and far from being victims of confiscation were much

** Ibid.

% Correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ed. Macray, i, p. x; Thomas O’Connor, An Irish theologian in
enlightenment France: Luke Joseph Hooke 1714-96 (Dublin, 1995), p. 13; Venn, Alumni
Cantabrigienses, part I, vol. II.
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more likely to be doing the expelling. And Thomas Hooke had actually gained
land, power, profit and status through his connections and service in the
Cromwellian administration.

We can perhaps excuse O’Callaghan because his work was published in
1870, the same year which also saw the publication of The correspondence of
Colonel N. Hooke for the years 1703 to 1707, edited by W.D. Macray. The
preface to this work included a long, detailed and largely accurate history of the
Hooke family in Ireland and their true background, including their intimate
involvement with the Cromwellian regime and Puritan religious beliefs. This in-
depth treatment of the Hooke’s connections with the Cromwellian authorities may
be accounted for by the fact that to Macray, an Oxford scholar and Bodleian
librarian, associations with Cromwell would not have been viewed in the negative
light that they would have been by many in Ireland at this period, when the
demonisation of Cromwell and his ‘outrages’ became fixed in the public mind.*®

The section on Hooke in Richard Hayes’ later work A biographical
dictionary of Irishmen in France, published in 1949, again presents the edited
version of Hooke’s identity, with only the briefest mention of anything less than

straightforward in his past:

Born at Corballis, Co. Meath in 1664. [Nathaniel Hooke] entered Trinity College in July
1679, left soon afterwards, became an enthusiastic Jacobite and reverted [my italics] to
Catholicism, the religion of his immediate forebears.®

The use of the word ‘reverted’ presents a problem. None of Nathaniel Hooke’s
documented immediate ancestors were Catholic. His father and grandfather, a

minister and lay elder respectively were dissenting Protestants. His mother, if we

% The Rev. Denis Murphy’s Cromwell in Ireland: a history of Cromwell’s Irish campaign
(Dublin, 1883) would cement Cromwell’s dark legend in Irish history.
¥ Correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, 127.
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believe she was an English Hooke, was most likely also Protestant, and also her
parents, Hooke’s maternal grandparents. From Hooke’s six immediate forbears,
only his paternal grandmother, Eleanor O’Kelly (if we believe Hooke’s own
creative genealogy) may have been Catholic.

Hayes may have been following O’Callaghan’s account for some of his
extract but there is no mention of Hooke’s attendance at Trinity College in that
passage. Quite possibly he drew on the Dictionary of National Biography
(London, 1891) for further details, but this again raises problems as it mentions
not only Hooke’s attendance at Trinity but also Glasgow and Cambridge, his
puritan beliefs and his role and active participation in Monmouth’s rebellion. In
addition to the DNB article, Hooke’s published correspondence containing
Macray’s information on the Hooke family background had been in print for
almost 80 years.

Given the availability of these sources, which reveal the real history of the
Hooke family rather than the previous rather romanticised version, we might be
justified in reaching the conclusion that while an Irish Catholic Jacobite officer
and gentleman could be accepted in the historiography of Ireland in 1949, perhaps
a less black and white, more ambiguous identity, Irish/English, Catholic/
Protestant, Jacobite/Whig with strong connections to the infamous béte noire of
Irish history, Oliver Cromwell, could less readily be accommodated. When in
doubt leave it out may have been the guiding motto, with the simplified picture
fitting much more easily into the homogenised spirit and outlook of the times.

In reality Nathaniel’s early life was shaped by his family’s circumstances.

Like his elder brother John, he received an expensive education, firstly in Dublin
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and Drogheda, then at Kilkenny Grammar School and finally in Trinity College
Dublin.”® His early education reflected the family’s religious outlook and the
continuing strong influence of the past in the shape of a network of non-
conformist connections. Nathaniel’s first two teachers were recorded as Mr Shaw
in Dublin and Mr Scott in Drogheda.”’ Joseph Scott and John Shaw were in
Ireland during the 1650s and both had been involved in attempts to propagate
English and Protestant values in Irish society through religious and educational
reforms. Both had been officially sanctioned Independent preachers; Scott had
been appointed a fellow of Trinity College, Dublin in 1655 by Samuel Winter,
provost of the college and one of the leading luminaries of Independency in
Dublin.”? Both became masters of schools which were funded by an endowment
drawn on estates awarded to Erasmus Smith, who had benefited from the land
settlement. Thomas Hooke’s associations in this case aptly demonstrate the
interconnected network of links established among likeminded religious and
political activists in the 1650s, links which survived and were maintained after the
Restoration. Thomas Hooke, as we have already seen, had been charged with
playing a part in the selection and appointment of properly qualified ministers,
such as Scott and Shaw, in the 1650s. Hooke was also close to both Winter and
Mather, and had been nominated as a trustee of the school system in 1657. This
web of nonconformist links established in the 1650s remained active after the

Restoration, and the beliefs and values which Hooke, Winter, Mather, Scott and

90 Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, part I, vol. II.
91 7p:

Ibid.
92 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p. 203.
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Shaw espoused, continued to have an influence into the 1670s.”* The very early
formation of Nathaniel Hooke’s intellectual, political and religious mentality can
be traced to this residual Independent influence found in his family and early
educational experience.

Hooke’s later educational trajectory was more regular, moving on to
Kilkenny College, mirroring the path of close contemporaries Jonathan Swift
(1667-1745) and William Congreve (1670-1729).°* 1t is possible that Hooke and
Swift were in Kilkenny as the same time. Swift attended from 1673 to 1682,
while Hooke arrived ¢.1670 and left in 1679.”° They may have encountered each
other previously in Dublin. Hooke’s relatives owned a house on the south side of
Castle Street, close to the townhouse of the Earl of Cork, the eponymous Cork
House, and facing a property owned by William Petty.”” Directly behind Castle
Street and the Hooke’s four storey house was Hoey’s Court, where stood number
seven, ‘a fine house in a prime location’”® in which Jonathan Swift was born in
1667.” As Swift’s memories, probably similar to Nathaniel’s experiences, of his

schooldays demonstrate, life involved a high degree of physical punishment.

So I formerly used to envy my own happiness as schoolboy, the delicious holidays, the
Saturday afternoon and the charming custards in a blind alley; I never considered the

% Ibid., pp 192-94; Scott was dismissed from his post of master of the Drogheda Erasmus Smith
school in 1669 for his ‘total nonconformity’, ibid., p. 203.

 Glendinning, Jonathan Swift, p. 20.

% Ibid., p. 10.

% Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, part I, vol. II.

7 Fifty first report of the deputy keeper of the public records and keeper of the state papers in
Ireland (Dublin, 1919), pp 558-9.

% Glendinning, Jonathan Swift, p. 17. If one could block out the regular reverberations of
Christchurch’s bells and accommodate oneself to the steep ascents and descents of the area.
Though even today tourists trudge stoically up the incline of Castle Street in search of the last
vestiges of Swift’s birthplace.

% A few of the houses on the south side of Castle Street still remain and one has been purchased
by the Dublin Civic Trust. Hoey’s (or Hoys) Court has unfortunately met the more familiar fate of
Dublin’s old streetscape, disappearing under the developer’s bulldozer.
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confinement ten hours a day, to nouns and verbs, the terror of the rod, the bloody noses, the
broken shins.'®

Kilkenny College had been refounded by the duke of Ormond in 1667 and by the
1670s it was regarded as Ireland’s finest school so that at ‘the height of its fame,
[...] young Irish noblemen and gentlemen crowded its classes for the most
approved preparation for University honours. It might called the then Eton of the

*1% The scion of what had recently been a minor Dublin merchant

sister country.
family was now mixing in an altogether different social milieu, to judge by this
description. The master of Kilkenny during Hooke’s time there was Edward Jones
(1641-1703), a man who later went on to be bishop of Cloyne and then of St
Asaph in Wales.'®” Nathaniel left Kilkenny in 1679 to pursue his studies in Trinity
College Dublin.

Trinity had recently welcomed a new Provost. Narcissus Marsh (1638-
1713), arrived in Dublin from his former post of principal of St Alban’s Hall,

Oxford.

In the beginning of March 1677 Doctor Fell bishop of Oxford made me the offer of the
provostship of Trinity College near Dublin in Ireland when it should be void. & this offer
he made me from the duke of Ormond, then lord lieutenant of that kingdom. I embraced the
offer & the place becoming void in December next by the promotion of Doctor Ward, the
then provost of the bishopric of Ossory, I left Oxford December 23 1678 being then 40
Years old and two days & arrived at Dublin January the 19" after, & was sworn & invested
provost 24 January 1678.'"

Marsh was to recall later that he was immediately underwhelmed by his
surroundings and by the calibre and conduct of his new charges. His recollections

give an insight into the college, its scholars and surroundings on Hooke’s entry

1% Glendinning, Jonathan Swift, p. 20.

%1 John Browne, ‘Kilkenny College’, in Transactions of the Kilkenny Archaeology Society [now
The Journal of the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland], 1 (1849-51), pp 223, 227.

12 See H. T. Welch, ‘Jones, Edward (1641-1703)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography,
Oxford University Press, 2004 [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/14996, accessed 22 Dec.
2005]
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But finding this place very troublesome partly by reason of the multitude of business &
impertinent visits the provost is obliged to, & partly by reason of the ill education that the
young scholars have before they come to the college, whereby they are both rude and
ignorant; I was quickly weary of 340 youngmen & boys in this lewd debauched town; &
the more so because I had no time to follow my always dearly beloved studies. This I
represented to my lord Arran, then lord deputy of Ireland, in the absence of his father the
duke of Ormond, then in England.'®*

Hooke is recorded as enrolling as one of Trinity’s ‘rude and ignorant scholars’ in
early in 1679. Not surprisingly given the non-conformist sympathies of his father
and grandfather, and we may surmise Nathaniel himself, Trinity, the bastion of the
established church in Ireland, seems to have failed to satisfy his yen for puritan
theological rigour. Seemingly at odds with the ethos of the only college available
to aspirant religious ministers of the cloth in Ireland, Nathaniel decided to leave
Trinity, and his family, friends and native city behind, and seek out a college
whose curriculum more closely reflected his own religious opinions.

Nathaniel duly arrived at Glasgow University in Scotland.'® There he
appears to have sought an academic and religious setting more akin to his personal
beliefs ‘as the Scottish universities [at this time] retained their own religious
character and traditions’.'®® Glasgow University’s Presbyterian ethos was more
likely to suit Hooke than the Anglicanism of Trinity.'’” The established church in
Scotland was officially episcopalian in structure and doctrine, as laid down by the
Restoration religious settlement. However, in reality the Scottish Church was still
much more Calvinist in tone than its Irish counterpart. An Irish Protestant

traveller in Scotland in the early years of the Restoration commented that ‘those

1% Raymond Gillespie (ed.), Scholar bishop: the recollections and diary of Narcissus Marsh,
1638-1696 (Cork, 2003), pp 22-3. The year as understood by Marsh and his contemporaries began
on 25 March, therefore 19 January was continuation of 1678.

% bid., p. 23.

1% Correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ed. Macray, 1, 409.

1% Colin Barr, Paul Cullen, John Henry Newman, and the Catholic University of Ireland, 1845-65
(Leominster, 2003), p. 29.
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who go under the name of Episcopal men in Scotland would seem to us to be rank
fanaticks’.'” The Hooke’s Independent brand of dissenting Protestantism had
much in common with the ‘rank fanaticks’ of Scotland.

Besides a religious affinity the universities in Scotland at this time ‘existed
mainly to make lawyers and ministers out of the children who attended them:
these were drawn from the middling ranks of society, merchants and lesser
lairds’,'” the social milieu familiar to Hooke. In addition to the college’s theology
and social composition, Nathaniel had arrived in Glasgow at a time when a
campaign was underway against the governing administration’s attempts to
suppress independent Presbyterian conventicles.''’ The restoration of bishops to
the Kirk of Scotland in 1662 had aroused deep divisions within Scottish society.
There were suspicions that Charles II aimed to stamp out all vestiges of
Presbyterianism in Scotland.''! A sequence of Acts regulating Church government
confirmed this in the minds of many. The 1669 Act of Supremacy granted the
sovereign complete authority to ‘settle, enact, and emit such constitutions, acts

and orders, concerning the external government of the Church, and the persons

employed in the same, and concerning all ecclesiastical meetings and matters to

7 Correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, p.ii; O’Connor, An Irish theologian in
enlightenment France (Dublin, 1995), p. 13.

1% John Hartstonge to Sir James Graham, 7 Nov. 1675 (Huntingdon Library, HA 14960), cited in
Tim Harris, Restoration: Charles II and his kingdoms 1660-85 (London, 2005), p. 115.

19 Rosalind Mitchison, Lordship to patronage: Scotland 1603-1745 (Edinburgh, 1983), p. 23.

"% Norman Davies, The Isles: a history (London, 1999), pp 508, 510. See Julia Buckroyd, The life
of James Sharp Archbishop of St Andrews 1618-1679: a political biography (Edinburgh, 1987).
This gives a full treatment to the issues that motivated the rebellion.

" Buckroyd, The life of James Sharp, pp 93-4; Charles II’s own humiliations in Scotland in 1650-
51, having to denounce the sins of his father and promise to impose Presbyterianism on England in
return for Scottish covenanter military aid against Parliament, led to a profound distaste for such a
constitution of church government. Indeed he was to recall later that all the sermons he was forced
to sit through had ‘only served to confirm his attachment to the Church of England’, see John
Miller, Charles II (London, 1991), p. 9. Hooke referred later to Queen Anne being suspected of
having the same aim in the 1700s, Hooke to de Torcy, 2 Jul. 1702, [n.p.], (A.A.E., CP, Hollande
vol. 199, f. 52v). See chapter six for Hooke’s activities at this time.
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be proposed and determined therein, as they [...] think fit.”''* To move from a
decentralised Presbyterian system of synods and presbyteries to ‘having the king
[as] our pope’ caused deep resentment. To offset continuing resistance the
enactment of a Militia Act on the same day gave the king the right to raise a force
of 22,000 men in Scotland (for use in any of the three kingdoms) and the
Conventicle Act of 1670 laid down harsh sentences for those refusing to conform.
Combined these acts ensured that, in the words of the Scottish secretary of state
John Maitland (1616-82), duke of Lauderdale, there ‘never was [a] king so
absolute as you are in poor old Scotland’.'" From 1662 a large body of
Presbyterian nonconformity existed outside of the Established Church, posing a
major problem for successive Scottish administrations.''* The mainstay of all of
these ministries was the wily and Machiavellian-minded Lauderdale. While
capable of manoeuvring adroitly to maintain his own grip on power and patronage
he proved unable to suppress the independent conventicles, despite rigorous
enforcement of severe penal laws.''

Another key figure over the entire course of this controversy was
Archbishop James Sharp. Sharp had been delegated by the Presbyterian Church at
the time of the Restoration to travel to London and represent their case against
greater state interference in the Scottish church.''® For some years he assiduously
championed this cause but against ever increasing odds. Eventually, having been

seriously compromised by his long stay in London, he himself became the chief

"2 Tim Harris, Restoration: Charles II and his kingdoms 1660-85 (London, 2005), p. 120.

' Ibid., pp 120-21.

14 Ronald Hutton, ‘The triple crowned islands’, in Lionel Glassey (ed.), The reigns of Charles 11
and James VII and II (London, 1997), pp 74-5.

5 1bid., p. 78.

16 Buckroyd, The life of James Sharp, pp 60-1.
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instrument, and beneficiary, of the reintroduction of the Episcopal system in
Scotland.'"” Following this ‘betrayal’ he earned the deep and abiding hatred of
many Presbyterians in Scotland. A failed attempt was made on his life in 1668.
His successful assassination in 1679 by Presbyterian dissidents triggered severe
repression and sparked off widespread rebellion.'® Government forces led by
John Graham, later viscount Dundee, were compelled to abandon the country west
of Stirling, including the city of Glasgow.'"’

The rebellion was characterised, between the military engagements, by a
series of wide-ranging religious debates conducted in the open air. These
deliberations were intended to map out the nature and direction of the Scottish
church once the uprising was successful.'”® To a young dissenter such as
Nathaniel Hooke these intellectual debates on the nature of religion would have
been as irresistible as a candle to a moth. Unfortunately for the young Irishman
metaphysical debate and military discipline were uneasy bedfellows in the midst
of an armed uprising. King Charles II sent an English army under the command of
his able, unacknowledged, son James Scott, Duke of Monmouth, to deal with the
recalcitrant Scotsmen.'?! Charles was mindful of the fate that had befallen his
executed father, King Charles I, following his entanglement with Scottish
religious rebels in the Bishop’s wars of the late 1630s.'*

Monmouth quickly brought order back to Scotland and dispersed the

Presbyterian rebels. With an eye firmly on the Exclusion crisis in London, where

" Tbid., pp 71-2.

"8 Harris, Restoration: Charles II and his kingdoms 1660-85 (London, 2005), pp 120, 196-7.
"9 A. M. Scott, Bonnie Dundee: John Graham of Claverhouse (Edinburgh, 2000), p. 24.

120 Davies, The Isles, p. 510.

121 Scott, England’s troubles, p. 190.

2 bid.
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moves had been underway since March to displace the King’s Catholic brother
James, duke of York, from the succession, Monmouth treated the Protestant rebels
with notable leniency. Charles II trying to reduce tension in London, grew worried
at the acclaim Monmouth’s actions received; it appeared he was positioning
himself as a potential successor. Charles had hoped he had closed the issue by
publicly declaring Monmouth to be illegitimate, and therefore barred from the
succession.'” Reports now suggested that far from accepting his debarment from
the crown, Monmouth was ‘manifestly in the councils against the duke his
uncle’.'** Monmouth’s popular support was not reflected in the House of
Commons as yet, though growing connections with the parliamentary opposition
led by the Anthony Ashley Cooper (1621-83), earl of Shaftesbury, further
increased the king’s concerns.'” The conflation of the two increasingly hostile
interests could prove too strong to resist.

Hooke’s stay in Glasgow was as short as that of his sojourn at Trinity. In
the aftermath of the defeat of the rebellion the religious and political atmosphere
in Scotland was not conducive to students of radical Protestant theology,
especially those from Ireland. The government was aware that some of the leading
agitators in south west Scotland had been transient radicals from the north of
Ireland. Authorities in both countries had long been preoccupied with the security
implications of this unwelcome religious cross pollination.'*® Such was the

severity of the government’s general crackdown against the disaffected and

' Miller, Charles II, p. 305.

'2* Michael Mullett, James II and English politics 1678-1688 (London, 1994), p. 23.

12 Miller, Charles II, p. 304.

126 R. L. Greaves, God’s other children: Protestant nonconformists and the emergence of
denominational churches in Ireland 1660-1700 (Stanford, 1997), pp 94-95, 224; Harris,
Restoration, p. 116.
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disgruntled, that the early years of the 1680s in Scotland came to be remembered
as the ‘the killing time”.'*” If the battle for the true Protestant interest in Scotland
had ended in defeat, beyond the southern border the crisis in the English political
nation intensified. Increasingly engaged by popular politics,'*® Nathaniel crossed
the border into England and travelled south to Cambridge, another university town
closer to the major events unfolding in London.

It may have his family’s link with the Cromwellian regime in Ireland that
drew Nathaniel, in 1681, to enrol in the University’s Sidney Sussex College.'”’
This was Oliver Cromwell’s alma mater and retained a reputation as a ‘hotbed of
Puritanism’."*° Sidney Sussex seemed eminently suited to fulfil Nathaniel’s
religious, and indeed his political, requirements. He is recorded as registering as a
sizar at Sidney Sussex on the 16 July 1681."%" Enrolment as a sizar may point to a
diminution in his, or more accurately, his family’s, financial situation. The Hooke
family, as prosperous merchants, had given the younger scions of the family up to
this point the best education possible, regardless of the expense involved.'** They
appear to have had strong hopes that both John and Nathaniel would benefit
professionally from university formation. In the case of John Hooke their hopes

were realised. After several years in Kilkenny Grammar School, he progressed to

27 Mitchison, Lordship to patronage, p. 78.

128 As early as 1679 Hooke had been drawn into politics, being one of the signatories in that year
of petition calling for a parliament to be convened, see Melanie S. Zook, Radical whigs and
conspiratorial politics in late Stuart England (University Park, PA, 1999), Appendix: Radical
whig careers, p. 198.

'2 Barnard, Cromwellian Ireland, p- 82; Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, part 1, vol. II; Melanie
Zook discusses the broader topic of Protestant dissent and radical politics running in families in
Zook, Radical whigs, p. 30.

130 Reilly, Cromwell: an honourable enemy, p. 12.

131 Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, part I, vol. II.

132 Glendinning, Jonathan Swift, p. 20.
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Trinity College, Dublin and then to Lincoln’s Inns in London, and entry into the
ranks of the English legal profession.'’

However, Nathaniel’s path in life proved more complicated than his
brother’s. He had been maintained as a pensioner at Trinity, a status befitting
‘usually the sons of wealthy businessmen.”'** However, perhaps because of a
change in family circumstances, at Cambridge he enrolled as a sizar. This required
those unable to pay the full costs of tuition to render part payment of their fees by
acting as part time servants to those students able to pay in full."*> “The life of the
servitor and sizar was often hard as well as degrading. Bed-making, chamber-
sweeping, and water-fetching [were] doubtless great preservatives against too
much vain philosophy.’'*® This experience did not hinder the future prospects of
the sizar. Isaac Newton, a member of staff at the college during Nathaniel’s time
there, had himself been a sizar during his undergraduate days.'>” However it must
have come as somewhat of a shock to the system for Nathaniel.

Outside of his studies Nathaniel’s interest in politics and religion drew him
in the direction of political agitation against the government of Charles II."*®
Associations such as the Green Ribbon Club, (also known by its formal name as
the King’s Head Club), functioned as a focal point for those seeking to express

opposition to what they perceived as the increasingly autocratic nature of Charles

'35 Humphrey W. Woolych, Lives of eminent serjeants-at-law at the English bar (2 vols, London,
1869), ii, 466-68; DNB., vol. XXVII, (London, 1877), p. 279.

3% Correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ed. Macray, ii, p.i; Michael White, Isaac Newton: the last
sorcerer (London, 1997), p. 46.

133 White, Isaac Newton, p. 46.

13 G. M. Trevelyan, England under the Stuarts (paperback edn., 2002), p. 13.

37 White, Isaac Newton, pp 46-7.

1% Gibson, Playing the Scottish Card, p. 11.
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II’s reign and the prospect of a Catholic succession.'” The main figure in this
political activism was the earl of Shaftesbury.

Shaftesbury was a skilled political survivor, ‘a strange, warped and
talented politician’."*” He was one of several figures of consequence from the
Commonwealth era to negotiate successfully and adroitly the Restoration
settlement. In 1672 he became lord chancellor of England, but was dismissed for
being at odds with the king’s pro-French and pro-Catholic policies in 1673.""!
Relations between Shaftesbury and Charles II deteriorated sharply as issues
relating to religion and the succession became more divisive.'** Shaftesbury’s
marshalling of support for the election of three exclusion parliaments between
March 1679 and March 1681,143 his overt hostility to the duke of York, and his
energetic and determined orchestration of disaffected elements in English society
into an effective Whig opposition further antagonised Charles II. ‘Knowing how
highly obnoxious and disaffected his lordship [was] to the king and

government’'** he was arrested for high treason on 2 July 1681.'*

¥ Hooke referred to Charles’s actions in his later writings. See Hooke, ‘Memoir on the affairs of
England in relation to the death of King William’, 25 Mar. 1702, (A.A.E., CP, Angleterre supp.
vol. 3, f. 164r); On the Green Ribbon Club see D. S. Shields, ‘Anglo-American clubs: their wit,
their heterodoxy, their sedition’ in William and Mary Quarterly, 3" series, li, no. 2 (Apr., 1994), p.
300: ‘Organised by Shaftesbury, the club met at the King’s Head Tavern, London. It earned its
sobriquet, “The Green Ribbon Club,” by the identifying token worn on clothing during street
disturbances. It lasted from 1680 to 1681 when it dispersed after the dissolution of the exclusion
parliament. There is some debate about whether Locke was a member’.

140 Fraser, King Charles II, p. 418.

UK. H. D. Haley, The first earl of Shaftesbury (Oxford, 1968), p. 342.

142 Scott Mandelbrote, ‘Religious belief and the politics of toleration in the late seventeenth
century’, in Nederlandsch Archief voor Kerkeschiedenis/Dutch Review of Church History, 1xxxi,
no. 2 (2001), pp 93-114, examines the dynamics and mentalities of toleration in England, and
includes a brief comparison with the Huguenot experience in France.

' Williams, Dictionary of English and European history, p. 412.

4 F_A. Middlebush, The dispatches of Thomas Plott (1681-1682) and Thomas Chudleigh (1682-
1685): English envoys at The Hague (‘S-Gravenhage, 1926), p. 181.

'S Haley, Shaftesbury, p. 654.
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A Whig-leaning Grand Jury denied that the evidence of treason proffered
against him by the crown was strong enough to warrant a trial by his peers.'*® The
judges overseeing proceedings denied jurisdiction over prisoners from the Tower,
stating that the Shaftesbury case would have to be brought before the Court of the
King’s Bench.'*’ For fifteen weeks Shaftesbury languished in the Tower until
released on bail on the 24 November 1681.'** However, on 28 September 1682
when two Tory sheriffs were voted into office, the Whigs lost control of London,
their stronghold which had sustained attempts to bring about the duke of York’s
exclusion. If the crown took another case against Shaftesbury he could no longer
rely on a compliant Whig jury selected by Whig sheriffs. Faced with this prospect
he promptly went into hiding and was reported to have reached the Netherlands,
accompanied by a number of other exiles, by the 5 December 1682.'* English
agents in Amsterdam soon reported to the English resident in The Hague, Thomas
Chudleigh, that ‘his lordship [Shaftesbury] had [Robert] Ferguson with him and it
is said that he intends to take a noble house in the city and reside there’."*°

Chudleigh, with the characteristic instincts and outlook of a career

diplomat could see both positive and negative connotations in these developments

I am glad to see the birds of prey are no longer able to agree with the English air but flock
hither apace, where though I do not much like their company yet I can the better bear it for
that you are no longer pestered with them. 131

Nathaniel Hooke, abandoning his course of studies at Sidney Sussex College,

Cambridge, became one these ‘birds of prey’ who flocked to exile in the

" Ibid., p. 658.

7 Tbid.

8 Ibid., p. 683.

' Middlebush, The dispatches of Thomas Plott and Thomas Chudleigh, p. 188.

0 Ibid., p. 190. The information reached Chudleigh on 6 December 1682.

1 Ibid., p. 189. Chudleigh to William Blathwayt, secretary to Lord Edward Conway, Secretary of
State for the Northern provinces from 1681-3.
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Netherlands."** There he may have encountered John Locke, who was part of the
household of the Earl of Shaftesbury during his exile in the United Provinces and
remained there following his patron’s death in January 1683. Other well known
‘birds of prey’ included in the circle of Whig exiles reported to have been sighted
in the Netherlands by English diplomatic representatives included the ‘great
villain’ and arch plotter Robert Ferguson, Titus Oates, of Popish Plot fame,
Abraham Kick, a merchant and former preacher of the Independent church, with
whom Shaftesbury resided on first reaching Amsterdam, Forde Grey, a close
associate of the duke of Monmouth, and the duke himself.'>*

These were the most high profile members of what, by 1683, had become
a large anti-government exile community in the United Provinces.'>* Despite
causing less trouble for Charles II and his ministers by having left England, the
harmful efforts of these ‘rebels’ were far from completely nullified. This assorted
collection of political and religious radicals continued to plot and disseminate
propaganda in England, including influential and damaging pamphlets such as
Recherche et découverte du cruel et barbare assassinat du dernier comte d’Essex
and An Impartial enquiry into the administration of affairs in England with some

reflections on that Kings Declaration of 27 July 1683. This political scheming and

'32As a nonconformist Hooke could not graduate in good conscience while the rules of the
University required all students to subscribe to the Thirty Nine Articles of the Established Church
prior to graduation, see Barr, Paul Cullen, John Henry Newman, and the Catholic University of
Ireland, 1845-65, p. 29; Macray, The correspondence of Col. N. Hooke, ii, p. iii.

133 Middlebush, The dispatches of Thomas Plott (1681-1682) and Thomas Chudleigh (1682-1685),
pp 190, 202, 232, 249.

'** G. F. Nuttall, ‘English dissenters in the Netherlands 1640-89°, in Nederlandsch Archief voor
Kerkeschiedenis/Dutch Review of Church History, lix, n.s. (1978-9), pp 37-54; James Walker,
‘English exiles in Holland during the reigns of Charles II and James II’, in Transactions of the
Royal Historical Society, 5™ series, xxx (1948), pp 111-25.
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print subversion led to repeated demands for the States General of the United

Provinces to arrest and deal with those responsible'>

Le soussigné envoyé extraordinaire d’Angleterre se trouve obligé par les ordres exprés du
Roy, son Maistre, de se plaindre a Vos Seigneuries de la liberté dont jouissent en ce pais les
ennemis de Sa Majesté d’outrager impudemment par des libelles les plus exécrables qu’on
ait jamais vues ou que la malice mesme de 1’enfer ait peu produire....les outrage, insulte et
diffame d’une maniére plus que barbare, et on ne peut pas assez s’étonner comment les plus
abandonnés des scélérats et des traitres auraient os¢ commettre un si humble attentat sur
I’honneur de Sa Majesté dans un Estat ami que luy est si proche voisin et si étroitement
alli¢, et qu’il y ait aussi dans la domination de VV.SS [members of States-General] des
gens capables d’imprimer et puis de débiter et vendre sans scrupule de pareils écrits; Sa
Majesté veut toujours espérer que c’a été a I’insceu de VV.SS et qu’elles en témoigneront
leur aversion et horreur, en faisant faire une recherché exacte de I’auteur et de I’imprimeur
et une punition exemplaire de tous ceux la qui ont osé distribuer et vendre lesdits libelles—
desquels VV.SS trouveront dans la liste cy jointe les noms de quelques uns, dont ledit
envoyé¢ les a fait acheter luy mesme en Francois et Flamand--; c’est ce que Sa Majesté se
promet de I’amitié et de la justice de VV.SS."*¢

However the internal divisions of the Dutch polity, chiefly the ongoing struggle
between those favouring the strong influence of the House of Orange and
republicans who stressed the rights of each of the individual states, ensured that
English agents received little cooperation.'”’ Amsterdam, the capital of the
powerful state of Holland and one of the great commercial cities of Europe,
zealously guarded its sovereignty from external interference. It was renowned as a
centre of republican ideology and religious and political toleration. Consequently
it attracted the majority of the exiles.'”® Appeals from the English authorities to
the provincial States of Holland to act against the activities of these ‘villains’ fell
on deaf ears. Indeed after ‘Shaftesbury and his fellow exiles informed the

burgomasters at Amsterdam that they had been forced to leave England for

'35 Middlebush, The dispatches of Thomas Plott and Thomas Chudleigh, pp 243, 286.

¢ Ibid., p. 286, Thomas Chudleigh’s memorial to the States-General, 30 January 1685.

7 Deric Regin, Traders, Artists, Burghers: a cultural history of Amsterdam in the seventeenth
century (Assen, 1976), pp 186-8; W. P. te Brake, ‘Provincial histories and national revolution in
the Dutch republic’, in M. C. Jacob & W. M. Wijnand, The Dutch republic in the eighteenth
century: decline, enlightenment and revolution (New York, 1992), p. 77.

138 Jeremy Black & Roy Porter (eds.), 4 dictionary of eighteenth century history (London, 1996),
p. 530.
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religious reasons and desired to be made burghers of the city’ they were granted

civic rights, despite the strong protestations of the English representatives

My Lord Shaftesbury notwithstanding the ill air of the place does intend, as far as I can
understand, to continue for the sake of the company at Amsterdam, and endeavours I am
told to be made a burgher of that town. To prevent which, least that should prove a
protection to him, and serve them for a pretence not to deliver him up in case His Majesty
should at any time have cause to demand him, I have been with the Pensionary of
Amsterdam, who is one of their deputies in the States of Holland, and represented to him,
how ill His Majesty would have reason to take it at their hands, if they should afford any
countenance or protection to a man that is so highly obnoxious and disaffected to the King
and the Government.'”’

Nathaniel Hooke was granted official citizenship status in Amsterdam in 1686.'%

Precisely when he arrived in the Netherlands is unknown but like many other
exiles he appears to have enjoyed unofficial protection in Amsterdam for a
number of years before this date.''

The new arrivals in the United Provinces availed themselves of the
assistance offered by sympathetic fellow countrymen, already resident in ports
and towns such as Amsterdam, Rotterdam and Utrecht.'® Glimpses into this
underworld, in which Nathaniel Hooke settled, perhaps as early as 1683 given that
he left Cambridge in 1682, come chiefly from the intelligence information
gathered by representatives of the English government on the exiles and relayed to
the English secretaries of state.

Yet despite this scrutiny the company of exiles began working assiduously
to transform their abiding antipathy to Charles II and his brother James, duke of

York, into a coherent plan of action. Sightings of members of the group were

1% Middlebush, The dispatches of Thomas Plott and Thomas Chudleigh, pp 196, 201.

10" Amsterdam Gemeentelijke Archief, 5022, n. 8, plakkart, Den Haag, 20 May 1686. Quoted in
Ginny Gardner, The Scottish exile community in the Netherlands, 1660-90 (East Linton, 2004), p.
104.

1" Gardner, Scottish exile community, pp 105-107. The attempts of English diplomats and agents
to circumvent this state of affairs are discussed later in the thesis, in chapter two.

12 K. L. Sprunger, Dutch puritanism: a history of English and Scottish churches of the
Netherlands in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Leiden, 1982), p. 3.
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made in Bremen, Cleves, Brussels, Utrecht and Rotterdam. English diplomatic
representatives became increasingly uneasy. Something was clearly in train, but
what? They appealed to London to send help to keep these groups under
surveillance, and, where necessary and possible, to take action. Some success was
achieved in this early version of ‘counterinsurgency’ as one of the conspirators
was persuaded to betray his comrades. In the form of a ‘Letter from Utrecht’ the
unsigned source reported regularly with the latest information on the activities of
the plotters and those who aided and abetted them.

In one of these reports to England, the Utrecht informer writes of a
clandestine meeting with the duke of Monmouth’s chaplain where the monetary
affairs of the rebels were discussed. The spy named the chaplain, who travelled to
the meeting incognito, as Nathaniel Hooke.'®> Obviously Hooke had managed to
secure a post in the duke’s household and won a position of some trust among the
exiled conspirators. Now though he appeared to be dicing with danger in
discussing sensitive affairs with the unmasked spy.

Fortunately for Hooke, despite reports such as this one concerning his own
activities and those of his comrades, gathering intelligence proved easier for the
English government than actually taking effective countermeasures. The English
officials and agents found themselves virtually powerless in the absence of co-
operation from the Dutch authorities. Their reports clearly outline the ambivalent
attitude of the Amsterdam authorities when it came to measures requested against

the potential rebels

We have with the greatest trouble and impatience that profitably can be imagined, awaited
from hour to hour, to have received orders and authority from the States and Admiralty, or

193 Sergeant Solomon Slater to Ambassador Bevil Skelton, 26 July 1685 (B. L., Ms. Add. 41817, f.
120).
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either or them, to seize upon his Majesty’s rebellious subjects here and such ships as we
should find employed in their service; and for my part I cannot but stand astonished in the
highest regard that after all the care and pains your honour hath taken it is not yet obtained,
and now I must take the liberty to say its seems to me most plain that the time is protracted
on set purpose, to give the villains an opportunity of escape but your honour, who hath with
all vigilance and industry prosecuted this affair will best know how to represent the
disappointment; and I shall only now give your honour an account of how happy you might
have been in the catching at once (as I believe) the whole knot of rogues; for as I yesterday
gave your honour an account, there came to this island a seeming gentleman, and after a
short stay they dispersed, some went by water to reach the vessel they expected, some went
to the [Tly?] and others stayed in the village adjacent; This is then what I could give your
honour an account of.'*

Upon his accession to the throne James II strenuously complained about
the indulgent attitude of the Dutch authorities towards the conspirators. However,
James’s protest had no effect on the exasperatingly slow response from all parts of
the hydra-like Dutch administration. His agents continued to grumble constantly
at their humiliating treatment. The would-be rebels though, also found little
practical aid forthcoming from William of Orange despite his much vaunted and
extensively propagated image as the champion of Protestantism.'® The Dutch
stadholder, the next ruler of the Three Kingdoms if James II remained without an
heir, was too astute to compromise his own prospects of succeeding.

The exiles efforts at mounting an expedition were allowed to proceed but
only to such a level as would allow them to deliver a jolt to James, and test the
strength of his defences without any real prospect of displacing him from the
throne. If such an occurrence seemed possible, then William could see to the
speedy transport home of the English and Scots regiments in Dutch service, and
claim the credit for graciously coming to the aid of his uncle.

Despite the efforts of the English government to obstruct their efforts by

the spring of 1685 the exiles had managed to create the nucleus of a small

" Ibid., f. 120.
'S H. H. Rowen, The princes of Orange: the stadholders in the Dutch Republic (Cambridge,
1988), p. 137.

58



invasion force. Ships, men and money had been assembled without great
hindrance in Amsterdam in full sight, and to the utter fury, of English agents.
Despite the close attention, the duke of Monmouth was making ready to launch a
bold project to unseat his newly crowned uncle James and claim the throne of

England. His private chaplain on this venture would be Nathaniel Hooke.
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CHAPTER 2: MONMOUTH’S REBELLION

In June 1685 Monmouth’s small squadron of three ships sailed from the
Netherlands to England. On board were around one hundred dissidents, including
Nathaniel Hooke, who accompanied the duke as his personal chaplain.' The
purpose of the expedition was to overthrow Monmouth’s uncle James, now King
James II since his coronation in April 1685. A landing was planned in the south
west of England. During the 1680s when Monmouth had toured England to build
support as the Protestant claimant to the throne, his warmest reception had been in
this region.” Historically the West Country was associated with support for
religious disaffection and dissent. Additionally, Shaftesbury and other Whigs had
close personal and economic connections in this region.’

The success of the invasion scheme was dependent upon news of the
duke’s arrival spreading quickly. It also relied on the small body of returning
exiles acting as the nucleus for a larger regular army of local volunteers. Through
the existing network of radical Whigs, via a clandestine cross-channel
communication system, carefully laid contingency plans had been arranged in
preparation for the duke’s return. Hooke gained valuable experience from being

involved in the planning and execution of the enterprise. Such practical

' Anonymous informant to English ambassador Bevil Skelton in Amsterdam, 23 May 1685 (B. L.,
Add. Ms. 41817, f. 49).

> An historical account of the heroick life and magnanimous actions of the most illustrious
Protestant prince, James Duke of Monmouth (London, 1683), pp 100-111; A true narrative of the
Duke of Monmouth's late journey into the west in a letter from an eye-witness thereof, to his
correspondent in London (London, 1680); Henry Clark, His grace the Duke of Monmouth
honoured in his progress in the west of England in an account of a most extraordinary cure of the
kings evil given in a letter from Crookhorn in the county of Somerset from the minister of the
parish and many others (London, 1680); A True and wonderful account of a cure of the Kings-evil
by Mrs. Fanshaw, sister to His Grace the Duke of Monmouth (London, 1681), p. 1.

3 Haley, Shaftesbury, p. 7.
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experience proved useful later in his career when organising a French invasion of
Scotland.”

In 1685 simultaneous uprisings were envisaged in various other areas of
England.’ As part of the overall strategy it was intended that the earl of Argyll, ‘as
was so resolved before [leaving] Holland’ would foment rebellion in Scotland in
conjunction with the other prong of the invasion in south west England. ®

The two main groups of exiles, Englishmen and Scots, had gravitated
around these two magnates in Holland. Cooperation between the parties was vital
in order to mount a challenge to James II. Different elements of the fissiparous
‘factious cabals’ or ‘fanatick party,”’ the labels under which their opponents
contemptuously lumped them together, had their own favoured scheme. After
long discussion, a pincer movement against the regime in the shape of mutually
reinforcing landings had agreed. Preparations and intricate groundwork was
undertaken to prepare the situation in advance. Sympathetic contacts were
identified and sounded out, estimates of men and money likely to be available
were prepared and discrete enquires made regarding the potential levels and

greatest concentrations, of support among the population at large.

* See further details in chapter seven.

> Edinburgh June the first (Edinburgh, 1685), p. 1.

% Ibid., p. 2.

7 The Conspiracy, or, The Discovery of the fanatick plot to the tune of let Oliver now be forgotten
& ¢ (London, 1683); James Brome, The original of plots, or, Some seasonable reflections upon the
late horrid fanatick conspiracy in a sermon preached at St. Mary's in Dover, on Sunday September
23,1683 (London, 1684); Bartholomew Lane, An appeal to the conscience of a fanatick showing
that the King of England, by the fundamental laws of it, is as absolute and independent a monarch
as any of the kings mentioned in Scripture, and consequently, as free as any of them from any
humane coactive power to punish, censure, or dethrone his: whereunto is added, a short view of
the laws both foreign and domestic, against seditious conventicles (London, 1684); William
Smith, Contrivances of the fanatical conspirators in carrying on their treasons under the umbrage
of the popish plot laid open: with depositions sworn before the secretary of state wherein it most
clearly appears, this present horrid rebellion hath been designed by the republicans many years,
and that James the late duke of Monmouth, &c. were long since highly concerned therein. With
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However, unknown to the plotters, the comprehensive penetration of the
Whig exile network on the Continent by English government agents undermined
these arrangements. In Scotland, the earl of Argyll failed to attract any significant
support. Years of repression during the ‘killing times’ had left the country pacified
through terror and exhaustion. Along with this, James II’s chief minister in
Scotland, Charles Middleton (1649/50-1719), earl of Middleton, acting decisively
on the intelligence gathered from Holland, had instituted an effective state of
emergency throughout Scotland.® Indemnified by a blanket pardon in advance for
all ‘slaughter-blood, mutilation, fire-raising, burning of ships, or such war-like
conveniences as may follow,”” when meeting with ‘hostile opposition,”'* the
king’s forces in Scotland were given carte blanche to suppress outbreaks of
rebellion.

Argyll’s attempt was a damp squib.'' Widespread support never
materialised despite his famous name and formidable local connections. Rather
than striking a blow at his authority the attempt strengthened James’s hand in both
his kingdoms. In Scotland the Parliament reinforced the country’s already
draconian laws against ‘the fanatical party’ by passing two new acts on 9 May.'?

One rendered preaching or attendance at a field or house conventicle, ‘the

some account of Mr Disney who was lately apprehended for printing the rebellious traitorous
declaration (London, 1685), p. 31.

¥ A proclamation for putting the kingdom of Scotland in a posture of defence against the enemies
of the king and government (Edinburgh, 1685), issued 28 April 1685.

? Tbid.

" Ibid.

" A true and perfect account of the earl of Argyles landing in the north of Scotland: with the
particulars of the whole transaction (London, 1685), p. 1.

2 An account of the proceedings of the two houses of parliament now assembled in England and
Scotland, and the Whigs declaration in Scotland together with Argyle’s Declaration at large, as it
was published by him and his accomplices (Dublin, 1685), p. 1.
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nurseries and rendezvous of rebellion’ punishable by death.'® The other made ‘the
giving or taking of the National Covenant or the Solemn League and Covenant’
‘or writing in defence thereof, or owning of them as lawful or obligatory’ a
treasonable offence.'*

Far more importantly for a newly crowned monarch, the Scottish
parliament voted James £216,000 in perpetuity to commence immediately and
without conditions.”” On the 23 May 1685 Argyll’s declaration was read in the
English Lords and Commons, following which the English Parliament resolved to
‘assist his majesty with their lives and fortunes against the said rebels, and all
other his enemies whatsoever.”'® The difficulties which James II was expected to
encounter in regard to finance now melted away as Parliament was gripped by an
atmosphere of trepidation, triggered by the spectre of the civil strife of the 1640s
come again. Unexpectedly, the matter of finance, which had been expected to be
the sternest test of James’s early reign, a fractious bone of contention between the
new Catholic king and his Protestant parliament, was now resolved quickly and
without quibble. Moved by news of Argyll’s landing the English Commons voted
‘that the revenue which was settled on his late majesty for his life be settled on his
present majesty for his life.”"”

In Scotland news was also good. Argyll’s actions had backfired,

undercutting parliamentary opposition and motivating the political nation to rally

round James. By mid June 1685 the Scottish feint had collapsed completely, ‘the

B An account of the proceedings of the two houses of parliament now assembled in England and
Scotland, p. 2.

" Ibid., p. 3.

" Ibid.

'S Printed address of Charles Middleton, secretary of state, to parliament, 13 June 1685 (London,
1685), p. 2.

63



rebels taken, killed and dispersed to that degree, that the kingdom [of Scotland] is
entirely [restored to] peace and tranquillity.”'® Buoyed by success in Scotland, and
exceptional ‘parliamentary generosity’ James’s government was now stronger
than at any point since his coronation.'” The English rebels faced a difficult task.

At dawn on Thursday 11 June 1685 a boat landed four miles east of Lyme
Regis in Dorset.”’ Two ‘gentlemen’, rowed ashore by ‘ten oarsmen from the
largest of three ships’, asked news of local fishermen from the village of
Chideock.”! Remote as they were from events, the fishermen obviously had access
to news. They replied that there was a rebellion in Scotland, led by the earl of
Argyll. The gentlemen then said there would be a rebellion in England and Ireland
as well. To which the fishermen answered that they hoped there would not be a
rebellion ‘but the gentlemen had smiled at each other and spoke in some foreign
language.’* These two men from Monmouth’s entourage were the advance scouts
for the landing.

The encounter ended with the gentlemen enquiring the way toward
Hawkchurch.”® A council of war was held shipboard and it was decided the
enterprise should proceed. Shortly afterwards the rebellion commenced. The

rebels landed and swiftly took control of Lyme itself. The duke addressed the

"7 The addresses of the Lords and Commons presented to his Majesty, (London, 1685), p. 2.

'8 An account of the most remarkable fights and skirmishes between his majesties forces and the
late rebels in the kingdom of Scotland with what other passages happened, from the first landing
of the late earl of Argyle, to his utter rout and defeat, p. 8.

" Mitchison, Lordship to patronage, p. 114.

% <An exact relation of the manner of James, duke of Monmouth’s proceedings on the day of his
invading and possessing himself of His Majesty’s town and port of Lyme Regis in the county of
Dorset — testified to the king in council’, [n.d] (B. L., Harleian Ms. 6845, f. 252).

> bid.

> Tbid.

2 Ibid. The men were Thomas Dare and Hugh Chamberlain. They proceeded to acquire horses for
Monmouth’s intended cavalry, see W. MacDonald Wigfield, The Monmouth rebellion: a social
history (Bradford upon Avon, 1980), pp 33, 34.
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town’s population and stated the reasons that underlay his actions. He claimed to
have arrived to safeguard the well being of the country and its people, and uphold
the cause of the Protestant religion. He appealed for all like-minded loyal subjects
to rally to his standard and fight the unjust and oppressive policies of French and
Catholic influenced regime of James I1.**

Monmouth’s appeal readily attracted support amongst some sections of the
population. It was made in an area renowned for both resistance to Charles I forty
years earlier and its continuing nonconformism.” Additionally it was cleverly
couched in terms recalling the spectres of such traditional bogeymen as resurgent
Catholicism and a despotic monarch menacing liberties. In a country recently
convulsed by political and religious controversy centred on the events of the
Popish plot, the Exclusion crisis and the Rye House plot,”° many were suspicious
of the king. Parallels with the crises of forty years before were all apparent to
many observers. James II, reflecting on the period later, pointed out that the

events of the late 1670s ‘had so perfect an air of the fabulous reports which

proceeded the late Revolution [of the 1640s], that those who remembered it,

** Anon., The declaration of James duke of Monmouth, and the noblemen, gentlemen & others,
now in arms, for defence & vindication of the Protestant religion, & the laws, rights & privileges
of England, from the invasion made upon them: & for delivering the kingdom from the usurpation
& tyranny of James duke of York (n.p., 1685).

» Lyme sustained a lengthy siege during the civil wars and was strongly puritan. See David
Underdown, Fire from heaven: life in an English country town in the seventeenth century
(London, 1992), p. 229; The looting of two nearby towns after they had agreed terms with the
royalist army (the troops ignored their officers and the agreement) had further emboldened Lyme
to defiance. Royalist forces were refused entry in August 1643 and were finally forced to lift the
siege by the advance of a parliamentary army in June 1644, see Haley, Shaftesbury, pp 44, 50

** The timbre of the times is well illustrated in Strange and wonderful news from Bristol a
pamphlet published in 1678. The subtitle goes to the heart of the mentality of the period: being a
true relation, how several sheep were found killed near that city; their bellies being ripped open,
and their fat only taken out of them, all the rest of the carcass being left entire, in order (as it is to
be feared) to the kindling more dreadful fires, for carrying on the horrible and damnable Popish
plot and conspiracy for the destruction of His Majesty, and the Protestant religion and government
now by law established.
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thought themselves gone back to forty one’.?” In Ireland too the situation was seen
as ‘very like the case in the beginning of the late Revolutions.”*® It seemed like the
battle standards of the civil wars were being raised again throughout the Three
Kingdoms.”

Equally the economic situation in 1685 was severely depressed, especially
cloth manufacture, which was mostly concentrated in the south west of England.
It was logical for Monmouth to attempt to draw on these negative sentiments in
order to present himself as an alternative to James II. Fears of a dismal future in a
recatholicised kingdom had already led to plans for the creation of a place of
refuge for those of ‘tender conscience’. A widespread and deep seated sense of
foreboding affected much of society. Popular prophecies forecast an apocalypse to
come. The only certain hope of escaping from the unstoppable tide of poverty,
popery and tyranny seemed to lie in the untainted colonies of the New World.

This led to some extraordinary schemes combining politics, religion and

*1J.S. Clarke (ed.), The life of James II (2 vols, 1816), I, 515; cited in Tim Harris, Restoration:
Charles II and his kingdoms 1660-85 (London, 2005), p. 35.

** Harris, Restoration, p. 131.

¥ A Sober and seasonable discourse by way of a dialogue between a states-man and a country-
gentleman making it manifest that the sober and truly religious people of this nation, formerly
called Puritans and of late Presbyterians, were not the designers and promoters of the last war:
and proving by unanswerable reasons that there is no such danger of a second war, as is generally
feared / written by a true lover of his king and country for the quieting the spirits of all sorts of
people (London, 1681); The the [sic] good old cause revived (London, 1680); Henry the Sixth, the
second part. Or The misery of civil war as it was acted at the Dukes Theatre. Written by Mr.
Crown (London, 1681), pp i, 72; Blair Worden, Roundhead reputations: the English civil wars and
the passions of posterity (London, 2001), p. 4 and Scott, England’s troubles, pp 24-7. A very
prominent feature of these years was the publication, or republication, of many books and
pamphlets recounting the events and history of the 1640s, notably from an Irish perspective Sir
John Temple’s The Irish rebellion, or, An history of the beginnings and first progress of the
general rebellion raised within the Kingdom of Ireland upon the three and twentieth day of
October, in the year 1641 together with the barbarous cruelties and bloody massacres which
ensured thereupon (London, 1679) ; among the cascade of 1640s related material, other works
recalled the trial (or mistrial) of Strafford, Cromwell’s rule (or misrule) and Charles I death (or
martyrdom) with the positive or negative gloss determined by writers ‘party’ stance.
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trade, in which the Hookes were deeply involved.” In a document written later
Nathaniel Hooke reflected on the motivation and intent of those involved. He

stated that the

familiarity I used to have with the earl of Peterborough, leader of the expedition, and with
Mr Penn his friend, who is very well versed in the affairs of America, gives me the ability
to speak of their designs with great clarity.’'

Rather astonishingly, the plans Hooke refers to included the foundation of a new
state, a republic in the Americas, some one hundred years before the American
Revolution. It is significant that Hooke describes his comrades from the period,

and by implication himself, as malcontents

King Charles II being restored to his throne for 19 years, the malcontents, supported by the
Dutch, thought of establishing themselves in America in the form of a Republic, and chose
the earl of Peterborough to execute it. This project was very far advanced by the end of the
third year of the reign of James II [1687], when the hope of impending revolution in their
favour, coupled with the cooling of the Dutch, made the malcontents desist with their
designs.*

The practical success of this enterprise necessitated the seizure of strategic
territory. Various places were suggested in North America and the Caribbean. In

Spanish America, thoughts focused on Havana in Cuba, ‘the key to Spanish

30 Earlier schemes founded on the same desire had seen the migration of colonists to New England
and to the Caribbean. Recalling the similarity between the crisis periods of the 1630s/40s and the
1670s/80s, in 1630, as England was increasing troubled by religious and political controversy, an
attempt to establish a colony on the hopefully named Providence Island, off the coast of
Nicaragua. This Protestant refuge scheme, like that which Hooke describes in the 1680s, had been
supported by a number of leading dissenter lords, including the earl of Warwick, lord Saye and
Sele and John Pym. The question of whether these actions were motivated by bravery or
cowardice was the subject of debate, in England and in the new colonies. An important question
concerned the best means of defending the Protestant religion and England itself: was it by
resisting unsavoury practices at home or creating prosperous and powerful settlements in the
Americas from where attacks could be launched on the Spanish Empire, the mainstay of
Catholicism? Crusade at home or abroad? For an interesting discussion on these points see Karen
Ordahl Kupperman, ‘Errand to the Indies: puritan colonisation from Providence Island to the
Western Design’, in The William and Mary Quarterly, 3" ser., xxxxv, no. 1 (Jan. 1988), pp 70-99.
This long standing puritan-inspired plan to strike the Spanish Empire at the source of its strength
strongly influenced Hooke when he analysed the strategy England might adopt in the 1700s during
the War of Spanish Succession, and his own experience in the 1680s and his family’s
nonconformist links underpinned and facilitated this thinking.

3! “England’s reason for embarking upon war’, memoir sent by Hooke to Jean-Baptiste Colbert,
glzlarquis de Torcy, 18 Feb. 1703 (A.A.E., CP, Angleterre supp. vol. 3, f. 179r).

Ibid.
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America’ or, foreshadowing the later Scottish Darien project, somewhere on the
Panamanian isthmus.”® Dutch support would be vital in achieving their objective.
Once established, the new colony would seek to disrupt and harass Spanish
shipping. Eventually they would be forced to allow ships of the new entity to
carry at least a portion of their trade. ‘The first overtures [on such a scheme as the
Darien idea] came from the earl of Peterborough, it was his favoured project in
1686 and 1687.”**

The Dutch interest and involvement in the project, as protectors of the new
republic, might have been motivated by the chance to muscle on the highly
profitable but zealously guarded trade of the Spanish American empire. This
would remain a strong current of strategy at the outbreak of the War of Spanish
Succession in 1702, when Europe’s major powers fought over the dismemberment
of the Spanish Empire. Though plans for the invasion of England subsequently
overshadowed Dutch support for the English dissident’s enterprise, various
schemes and plans continued to be discussed against the background of political
turbulence in England.

One of those deeply involved in these enterprises was Nathaniel’s brother
John Hooke. At this time he obviously shared his brother Nathaniel’s Whig
outlook and dissenting religious views. John Hooke’s involvement with the
American enterprise endured longer than that of Nathaniel and could be termed a
success, though in different terms to those originally envisaged. Knowledge of his

continuing involvement comes from the records of a dispute with a former

3 Ibid. The Darien project was an attempt to establish a Scottish colony in Panama in the late
1690s. It also hoped to benefit from trade transhipment. It will be discussed in greater length in
chapter seven.

* Ibid.
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business partner Daniel Coxe, regarding the latter’s claim for payment for services
rendered.”” This dispute escalated into a legal tussle that came before the Court of
Chancery in 1706.%® Interestingly both Hooke and Cox were married to daughters
of Major General John Lambert (1619-84), a very influential military and political
figure during the Commonwealth and Protectorate, and viewed as a possible
successor to Cromwell.”” This underlines another of the Hooke family ties to the
Protestant and parliamentary milieu.

Evidence given by John Hooke in this case provides a glimpse of the
trepidation with which at least some from nonconformist backgrounds regarded
the anticipated accession of James IL.** Such unease existed in all three kingdoms.
In Ireland in early 1685 ‘the Ormond baronies [in Tipperary] were swept by
rumours that the coronation of James II would be attended by a Catholic massacre
of Irish Protestants, as had occurred in Ulster in 1641°; consequently declared one

local dissenter, ‘all Sober people here are inclined & pr[e]p[ar]ing to go to West

3 Dr Daniel Coxe (1640-1730) was a medical doctor, an author of learned works on vegetables
and a colonial entrepreneur. Coxe had engaged in colonial ventures in the mid 1680s, acquiring
property in West New Jersey. Later he sold the bulk of his interests there to the West New Jersey
Society, a group of forty-eight London merchants, and turned his interest further south toward the
Carolinas, Georgia, Florida and Louisiana. He was involved in various attempts to establish
settlements in these areas, including one aimed at establishing a Huguenot colony on the Gulf of
Mexico in opposition to French efforts in the area. Commerce, colonial expansion and religion
were again interlinked in opposing what were seen as threatening rivals in America and Europe.
Coxe was described as a pioneer of the idea that ‘the destiny of the English in America embraced
more than the settlement and exploitation of the Atlantic seaboard’, V. W. Crane, The southern
frontier, 1670—1732 (New York, 1928), p. 50. His son, Daniel Coxe (baptised 1673) also migrated
to West New Jersey and became involved in the political and commercial affairs of the ‘province’.
See Michael Hunter, ‘Coxe, Daniel (1640-1730)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography
[http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/37319, accessed 27 December 2005]

3% Bill of complaint of Dr Daniel Coxe v John Hooke, Serjeant-at-Law, 1706 (P.R.O. [now The
National Archives], C9/374/45).

7 David Farr, ‘The military and political career of John Lambert, 1619-57’ (Ph.D. thesis,
Cambridge, 1996), p. 150.

¥ Bill of complaint of Dr Daniel Coxe v John Hooke, Serjeant-at-Law, 1706 (P.R.O. [now The
National Archives], C9/374/45). Thoughts of a new start in the American lands had been a
consideration for Oliver Cromwell in the 1630s, as prospects in England looked bleak, see Reilly,
Honourable enemy, p. 15.
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Gursey [Jersey].””” Such anxieties prompted John Hooke, and a group of
likeminded associates, to acquire property in this American colony in early 1685.
This would be their haven from persecution ‘where the most murderous plotters
1 »40

against the Stuarts planned a yeoman utopia of dissent, religious and politica

Hooke testified that at the time he

and many other persons of his acquaintance were under apprehensions of the prevalency of
Popery in England and had thoughts of providing a place of refuge in the West Indies in
case the Popish interest should prevail. And this def[enden]t [was] informed that diverse of
his frieirllds and acquaintances were making purchases for the same reason in West New
Jersey.

In 1683, in the wake of the fallout from the Rye house plot a large number
of other Irish nonconformists had already fled to New Jersey.** The land to which
John Hooke had acquired rights consisted of some 3000 acres in total in the
proprietorship of West New Jersey along the River Delaware.*> West New Jersey
in 1685 was barely 21 years old and little settled except for a scattering of
Swedes, Danes and Finns.** There were however relatively strong Irish dissenter

connections to the colony. William Penn acquired part title to the colony in 1676,

3% Kerby Miller, Arnold Schrier, Bruce Boling, & David Doyle (eds), Irish immigrants in the land
of Canaan: letters and memoirs _from colonial and revolutionary America (Oxford, 2003), p. 15.
*'S.'S. Webb, Lord Churchill’s coup: the Anglo-American empire and the Glorious Revolution
reconsidered (New York, 1995), p. 268.

1 Bill of complaint of Dr Daniel Coxe v John Hooke, Serjeant-at-Law, 1706 (P.R.O. [now The
National Archives], C9/374/45); also quoted in Farr, “The military and political career of John
Lambert’, p. 150.

*> Miller, Schrier, Boling & Doyle (eds), Irish immigrants in the land of Canaan, p. 15.

*# John Hooke eventually placed his interests in the West New Jersey colony at the disposal of the
[Anglican] Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge. See P.R.O.[now The National Archives],
C9/374/45. The society was founded in his house in London on 8§ Mar. 1699. Hooke, now
conforming to the Church of England, was one of the five original members. See S.P.C.K., Society
Minutes, 8 Mar. 1699 (S.P.C.K. Archives, London), I am indebted to Dr Thomas O’Connor for the
reference and copies of the documents; W. O. B. Allen and Edmund McClure, Two hundred years.
The history of the SPCK 1698-1898 (London, 1898); Craig Rose, ‘“The origins and ideals of the
S.P.CK. 1699-1716° in John Walsh, Colin Haydon and Stephen Tayler (eds), The Church of
England c.1689-1833 (Cambridge, 2002), pp 172-190.

* Gabriel Thomas, An historical and geographical account of the province and country of
Pennsylvania, and of the West-New-Jersey in America ... with a map of both countries (London,
1698), p. 13; An Abstract or abbreviation of some few of the many (later and former) testimonies
from the inhabitants of New-Jersey and other eminent persons who have wrote particularly
concerning that place (London, 1681), p. 27.
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as well as Pennsylvania, ‘and invited other dissenters to settle there’.* In 1681 a
company of Dublin Quakers took lands on the east side of the Delaware River
opposite the site of Philadelphia. This ‘Irish Tenth’ became the nucleus of
Gloucester county, and for several generations Irish Quakers would settle on both
sides of the Delaware.*® Following a reorganisation in the colonial government in
1683 when Penn extended his ownership, settlements on the Delaware and
Cohansey rivers ‘began to fill with Irish Quakers and Baptists, attracted by
economic prospects as well as by guarantees of religious freedom and civil
equality’.*” John Hooke and his companions in this enterprise, (Nathaniel also had
some involvement in the scheme), hoped that this favourable situation on the
Delaware, with a deep water anchorage, would prove a fortuitous site for an
entrepét enterprise.” This would allow them to pursue trade as well as reaping
profits in rents from their positions as landed proprietors.”” The mercantile
background of the Hooke family in Ireland proved valuable in forging these plans.

The projected American schemes were still in their formative stages by the
time of Monmouth’s venture. James II was a mere two months on the throne of
England and no judgment indicative of the long-term character of his reign could
yet have been reached. In this sense Monmouth’s enterprise was prematurely

launched. Yet had he waited longer James’s agents in the United Provinces might

* Miller, Schrier, Boling & Doyle (eds), Irish immigrants in the land of Canaan, p. 14.

“ Tbid.

7 Tbid.

* Thomas, An historical and geographical account of the province and country of Pennsylvania,
and of the West-New-Jersey in America ... with a map of both countries (London, 1698), pp 15, 19,
27.

¥ An abstract or abbreviation of some few of the many (later and former) testimonies from the
inhabitants of New-Jersey and other eminent persons who have wrote particularly concerning that
place (London, 1681), pp 4, 24.

71



have scuttled the entire operation. While the timing was precipitative, Monmouth
and his party had had little choice.

The English government were aware of the rebel’s intentions for some
months.”® Reports from agents in Holland gave information regarding their plans
and the names of a number of their collaborators in England. Many of these
suspects were subject to preventative arrest and detention, cutting off at source
‘the supplies of money, secretly conveyed through their hands, and transmitted for
the assistance of the rebels and maintenance of the war.””' Even benefiting from
this insider information the authorities’ response was less effective than it might
have been, though far more decisive and determined than the slow and vacillating
reaction to William’s much more serious incursion three years later.

In 1685 William watched events in south west England closely. With an
eye to his own ambitions, his attitude to Monmouth was ambivalent. At times the
young duke was a valuable pawn, useful to remind James of the inherent limits to
the pursuit of his policies of toleration and strong monarchy. Officially the
Stadholder could not condone the activities of King James’s rebellious subjects in
the Netherlands, but he could point to being limited by law in dealing with them.

Yet, at other times, Monmouth proved both a nuisance and an embarrassment to

%0 Paul Hoftijzer, “ ‘Such only as are very honest, loyall and active’: English spies in the Low
Countries, 1660-88,” in Paul Hoftijzer and C. C. Barfoot (eds), Fabric and fabrications: the myth
and making of William and Mary (Amsterdam, 1990), pp 73-92.

3! Charles Allestreet, A4 sermon preached at Oxford before Sir William Walker, Mayor of the said
city; Upon the 26™ of July 1685: Being the day of thanksgiving for the defeat of the rebels in
Monmouth’s rebellion (Oxford, 1685), p. 25. Allestreet’s opinion of James and his policies,
sycophantic in July 1685, became critical later in the reign. Ironically his opinions changed again
following 1688. He first welcomed and then decried the religious policy of William III. ‘He is
remembered with horror: for the members of the Church of England were never threatened with so
much danger from popery, as from a set of men that He countenanced and abetted in their wicked
contrivance to destroy the Established Church’, he wrote following William’s death in 1702, see
Rose, England in the 1690s: revolution, religion and war (Oxford, 1999), p. 268. See Hooke’s
comments on William’s religious policy in chapters four and five.
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the stadholder. In openly plotting insurrection, Monmouth heightened tensions
between England and the Dutch Republic, contrary to William’s wishes.

While William had no qualms about quietly destabilising James’ regime,
he had no desire to see his uncle propelled into a French alliance. With James
childless and advancing in age it seemed likely that William, through his marriage
to James’s daughter Mary, would soon have influence over English commercial
and military resources. Monmouth’s claims to safeguarding the Protestant religion
and liberty, shibboleths constantly rehearsed by the Whigs, was fine in theory and
propaganda, but the prospect of another male Stuart, even the Protestant
Monmouth, forcing his way on to the throne was one that did nothing for
William’s designs.’* His aim was to gain access to the English ‘sinews of war’,>®
which were required for impending conflict with France. He did not want
Monmouth upsetting his careful schemes for constructing a continental alliance of
such strength as to be able finally, not only to stymie, but to roll back the
territorial gains of Louis XIV. Unbeknownst to Nathaniel Hooke at this time, his
later career in European diplomacy was to be shaped by events that unfolded from
the ensuing clash between the Dutch stadholder and the French monarch.

With William watching the progress of events in England closely from
over the Channel, Monmouth and his entourage, Hooke, Ferguson, Fletcher and
Lord Grey in the West Country were desperately trying to form a serviceable

fighting force and arrive at a plan of campaign. How quickly, and even more

> See Wouter Troost, William III, the stadholder-king: a political biography (translation,
Aldershot, 2005), p. 174.

>3 Allestreet, A sermon preached at Oxford before Sir Will. Walker, Mayor of the said city; Upon
the 26™ of July 1685: Being the day of thanksgiving for the defeat of the rebels in Monmouth’s
rebellion (Oxford, 1685), p. 26.
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importantly, how effectively could they turn inexperienced civilians, mainly
artisans and farmers, into disciplined and capable troops?

Reports soon reached London of the landing in Lyme.’* Local militias in
the surrounding areas were ordered to a state of readiness, although there were
concerns regarding their reliability. A naturalized French Huguenot, Louis Duras
(1641-1709), earl of Feversham and nephew of the renowned French commander,
Marshal Turenne, was entrusted with overall charge of the forces sent to deal with
the insurrection. Tactical command, however, was held by John Churchill (1650-
1722), later duke of Marlborough, James’ most skilled and most trusted officer.
As Marlborough commented sourly at the time, and ominously in light of future
events, ‘I see plainly that I am to have the trouble and that the honour will be
another’s’.”

Providing there was any honour to be claimed. In the twenty five years
there had been no major military engagement in England. The persistent refusal of

Parliament to countenance a permanent standing army, and a preference for a

strong navy, less likely to interfere in politics,56 had curtailed the military

>* James issued a proclamation on the 13 June 1685, two days after the landing, stating that ‘James
Duke of Monmouth, Ford, Lord Gray outlawed for high treason, with divers other Traitors and
Outlaws, are lately landed in an hostile manner at Lyme’ were to be considered traitors and rebels.
James II, A proclamation given at our court at Whitehall this Thirteenth day of June 1685
(London, 1685). Samuel Dassel, deputy searcher of customs at Lyme and the collector of customs
Anthony Thorold had ridden from Lyme to London in a little over thirty hours with the first
eyewitness reports, Earle Monmouth’s rebels, p. 58.

>> David Chandler, Marlborough as military commander (London, 1973), p. 15.

6 J. D. Davis, ‘International relations, war and the armed forces’, in L. K. JI. Glassey, (ed.), The
reigns of Charles Il and James VII & II (London, 1997), p. 219; Paul Kennedy, The rise and fall of
British naval mastery (London, 1976), pp 57-67; Jacques Abbadie, The history of the late
conspiracy against the king and the nation (London, 1696), p. 110; Anon., Remarks on the present
condition of the Navy, and particularly of the victualling in which the notion of fortifying of
garrisons is exploded, and 'tis clearly proved that the only security of England consists in a good
fleet : in a letter from a sailor to a member of the House of Commons (London, 1670), pp 3-6, 21-
23; Nathaniel Boteler [Butler], Six dialogues about sea-services between an high-admiral and a
captain at sea (London, 1685), p. 4.
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resources of the English crown.”’ Attempts to circumvent these restrictions saw
forces in England placed on the Irish military establishment and regiments
transferred from the disbanded base at Tangier to ‘temporary’ quarters in England.
Hooke mentions later that these 3000 veteran ‘Tangerines’ were used as a
purposeful method of royal intimidation on their return to England in 1684.°®

In European terms, James’s 8000 professional troops were an insignificant
force.” The tiny German duchy of Jiilich-Berg was maintaining 5000 troops by
1684 and states such as Hanover, Saxony and especially Brandenburg-Prussia,
smaller and economically less developed than England, maintained far larger
military establishments.®® The major players in the European military stakes were
France (130,000), Sweden (65,000), Austria (60,000) and the Dutch Republic
(50,000).°" England’s position was a far cry from the heady days of the
Commonwealth, which in July 1652 had over 70,000 men in arms, though the
untapped potential was obvious.*

Monmouth, after consulting his advisors was proclaimed king by Joseph
Tilley in Taunton on 19 June. The new ‘King’ James proceeded to issue a

Proclamation declaiming the many and various crimes of James I1.* This ensured

°7 Though Parliament were well disposed to vote subsidies for the navy, Charles II’s problems
with the Whig and Exclusion-minded Parliament from 1678 onwards saw a decline in even this
blue ribbon branch of the military. Samuel Pepys lamented the run-down of the navy’s state of
readiness in Memoirs relating to the state of the Royal Navy of England, for ten years, determined
December 1688 (London, 1690).

58 Hooke, ‘Memoir on the affairs of England in relation to the death of King William’, 25 Mar.
1702, (A.A.E., CP, Angleterre supp. vol. 3, f. 164r).

> John Childs, Warfare in the seventeenth century (London, 2003), p. 90; Earle, Monmouth’s
rebels: the road to Sedgemoor 1685 (London, 1977), p. 59.

5 Childs, Warfare in the seventeenth century, pp 89-90.

6! Peter Wilson, ‘Warfare in the old regime 1648-1789 in Jeremy Black (ed.), European warfare
1453-1815 (Basingstoke, 1999), p. 80. Figures quoted refer to 1683; Austria is the term used in the
text; Davis, ‘International relations, war and the armed forces’, p. 219.

52 Childs, Warfare in the seventeenth century, p. 91.

63 Anon., The declaration of James duke of Monmouth, and the noblemen, gentlemen & others,
now in arms, for defence & vindication of the Protestant religion, & the laws, rights & privileges
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that anything less than victory would see severe repercussions for the rebels.
Monmouth’s belligerent role in the Exclusion Crisis and the hostility of the
‘Protestant duke’s’ supporters towards ‘the Catholic duke’ was no doubt seared
into James’ consciousness.*

Making his intent clear in a flurry of proclamations, James declared
Monmouth and ‘diverse other traitors’® who are ‘lately landed in an hostile
manner at Lyme [...] and have sent and dispersed some of their traitorous

accomplices into neighbouring countries’®

to be ‘outlawed for high treason’ on
the 13 June 1685.°” On 15 June James struck against the “vile and traitorous paper
[...] entitled the Declaration of the duke of Monmouth’ ordering it to be ‘burnt by
the hands of the common hangman, as containing the highest of treasons’.®®
Anyone in possession of the declaration, and who failed to report it would be
adjudged guilty of high treason, as would anyone ‘receiving or entertaining the
said traitorous paper’.® Suitably warned of the ‘danger they will inevitably incur
thereby’, and now deprived of the defence of ignorance, guilty parties failing to
comply ‘will answer the contrary at their peril’.”

Monmouth attracted a large number of recruits, but few men of influence

in the region. An assault on Bristol was planned as the next objective. Seizing the

of England, from the invasion made upon them: & for delivering the kingdom from the usurpation
& tyranny of James duke of York (1685), p. 2.

5 Pamphlets such as 4 dialogue between Monmouth-shire and York-shire about cutting Religion
according to fashion (London, 1681) and An answer to a scoffing and lying libel, put forth and
privately dispersed under the title of a wonderful account of the curing the King’s Evil, by Madam
Fanshaw the Duke of Monmouth’s sister (London, 1681), p. 1, encapsulated the bitter tone
engendered in the representations of the two rival dukes as the figureheads of the Protestant and
Catholic parties respectively.

% James II, A proclamation (London, 1685).

% Ibid.

* Ibid.

%8 James II, 4 proclamation against the spreading of a traitorous declaration published by James
Duke of Monmouth (London, 1685).

* Ibid.
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chief port and city of the region would have constituted a significant success due
the city’s well supplied munitions stores and its strategic function as a trade and
communication centre between Scotland, Ireland and the Continent. Allowing for
the need for training and consolidation of his forces, Monmouth’s army
nevertheless took a long time to set about the intended coup de main on the city.
This allowed the duke of Beaufort to assemble troops and reinforce Bristol before
the rebels could act. Following this setback, Monmouth’s efforts floundered.

To resuscitate the insurrection Monmouth considered the possibility of
moving on London.”' Prominent Whigs who had been in communication with the
conspirators in Holland were based in London. Most prominent among these were
John Wildman and Henry Danvers. They were old hands in the underworld of
opposition to Charles II and James II. Wildman had been an active Cromwellian
and remained an unreconstructed republican. Danvers, a Baptist, was an inveterate
opponent of the later Stuarts and unremittingly harassed the regimes of both
brothers with hostile political activities. Both had been actively involved in the
plotting preceding the invasion and were intimately aware of when and how it was
planned to come to pass. Yet nothing happened in London.

Monmouth was determined to force events in the capital by sending an
emissary to the city. He chose Nathaniel Hooke to carry out the mission.
Monmouth placed a considerable degree of trust in his young Irish chaplain. In
what would be come to be a recurring theme in his career, Hooke was assigned an

onerous mission, to travel to hostile territory incognito in an attempt to alter the

70 11.:
Ibid.

™ Allestreet, A sermon preached at Oxford before Sir Will. Walker, Mayor of the said city; Upon

the 26™ of July 1685: Being the day of thanksgiving for the defeat of the rebels in Monmouth’s

rebellion (Oxford, 1685), p. 12.
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course of events in favour of his master.”” Directly after the battle of Norton St.
Philip, Hooke made his way from Bridgwater, through the opposing military lines,
evading capture on the route to London, and then slipped past the encampments of
royal troops quartered around the city.”

In London, Hooke met Danvers, leader of the would-be rebels in the city
and tried to chivvy him into action. The two men had very different ideas
concerning the best way to act in support of Monmouth. To Hooke’s horror,
Danvers plans (in so far as he seems to have had any) centred on an assassination
plot, based on ‘the dispatching of the king.”’* The operation was to be carried out
when the king was most vulnerable and exposed, ‘by shooting him as he was
coming in his barge to Somerset-House, or stabbing him at Whitehall or St
James®.”

Hooke completely opposed this line of action. He was adamant that they

76 not

[Monmouth, Hooke and the other leading rebels] were for ‘open war’
cowardly actions such as that being proposed by Danvers. He was aghast at this
prospect of assassination being contemplated let alone executed. It ran counter to
the often-stated revulsion with which the majority of the Whig-minded political

interest claimed to hold assassination. Pamphlets had been produced setting out

various strands of political thought mitigating resistance to unjust laws.”’ These

2 Hooke would later undertake the same type of mission for James II and Louis XIV.

3 James MacPherson, Original papers containing the secret history of Great Britain from the
restoration to the accession of the House of Hanover, to which are prefixed extracts of the life of
James II as written by himself (Dublin, 1775), p. 148.

" Ibid., p. 144.

" Tbid.

" Tbid.

77 William Atwood, Jani anglorum facies nova (1680); William Petyt, Antient right of the
Commons of England asserted (1680); John Somers, Brief history of the succession (1680);
Thomas Hunt, The great and weighty consideration...considered (1680); W. G., The case of the
succession to the crown (1679); An impartial account of the nature and tendency of the late
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theories shared a common origin based on the long established supremacy of
constitutional legalism. No matter how exalted the monarch, legitimacy derived, it
was argued, from enforcing just laws for the greater good. Where the monarch or
his officials acted without consent to the detriment of the governed, resistance was
justified. Opinions differed over whether resistance should be passive or active
but agreement still surrounded the maxim that the monarch’s own person was
sacred and inviolate. Harming the king would be a series infraction of the law,
undermining any claims to legitimate resistance. The legacy of revulsion at the
regicide of Charles I married practical politics to abstract theory. A scheme to
assassinate Charles II in 1683, during the Rye House Plot, had been condemned
by Whigs ‘with the greatest detestation imaginable, as a most base and bloody
action, which they never would have their own hands imbued in, nor their
posterity stained with’.”® Assassination was a tactic the Whigs associated with the

popish party,”® and decried as a dark method wielded by operatives of the Jesuits

addresses (1681); Charles Blount, An appeal from the country to the city (1679); A dialogue at
Oxford between a tutor and a gentleman (1681); Vox populi: or, the people’s claim to their
Parliament sitting (1681); William Jones and Algernon Sidney, A just and modest vindication of
the proceedings of the last two parliaments (1681); Edward Hickeringill, Second part of the
history of Whiggism (1682); Samuel Johnson, Julian the apostate (1682); Elkanah Settle, The
character of a popish successor (1681). The Tory response in defence of divine right absolute
monarchy was spearheaded by the (posthumous) publication of Sir Robert Filmer’s Patriarchia, or
the natural power of kings (1680) originally written in the 1620s. Other Tory contributions to the
pamphlet wars included John Nalson, Common interest of king and people (1678); William
Falkner, Christian loyalty (1679); George Hickes, Discourse of the sovereign power (1682) among
hundreds of examples. See Mark Goldie, ‘Restoration political thought’, in Glassey (ed.), The
reigns of Charles II and James VII & II (Basingstoke, 1997), pp 12-35 and Harris, Restoration:
Charles II and his kingdoms 1660-1685 (London, 2005), pp 146-162.

78 John Tutchin, 4 new martyrology, or, The bloody assizes now exactly methodized in one volume
:comprehending a complete history of the lives, actions, trials, sufferings, dying speeches, letters,
and prayers of all those eminent martyrs who fell in the west of England, and elsewhere, from the
year 1678 to 1689: with the pictures of several of the most eminent of them in copper plates : to
this treatise is added, The life and death of George Lord Jeffries (London, 1689), p. 45.

" A letter from his holiness the Pope, to the most illustrious Protestant Prince James Duke of
Monmouth (London, 1682), satirises the supposed link between the Catholicism and the use of
assassination; The Catholic cause, or, The horrid practice of murdering kings, justified, and
commended by the Pope in a speech to his cardinals, upon the barbarous assassination of Henry
the Third of France, who was stabbed by Jacques Clement, a Dominican Friar: the true copy of
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like Ravaillac.*® A central and damning element in the furore surrounding the
popish plot were allegations from Titus Oates and Israel Tonge charging
individuals with being ‘daggermen’,®’ sinister black-cloaked figures flitting
through the streets under the cover of darkness with a mission to cut the throats of
those seeking to defend the Protestant interest.** Once the tide of the popish plot
turned against the Whig interest after 1682 the most horrific charge the Whigs had
levelled against others was turned against them. Many of the Whig exiles
including Hooke had been forced to seek safety abroad.

What could possess the London would-be rebels to add substance to the
government’s claims against them by actually planning to carry out an
assassination? Did Danvers and his group really believe that taking Guy Fawkes
and the Gunpowder Plot, another famous, and Catholic, assassination plot, as their
template for safeguarding the Protestant religion and liberties would gain
approval? Hooke was livid at the very thought of having anything to with an

assassination plot. Despite his politics, morally he could not allow it to happen. ‘It

which speech, both in Latin, and also faithfully rendered into English, you have in the following
pages (London, 1678), harked back to the French wars of religion to provide an example of what
was claimed as justification of killing for religious reasons.

% The Jesuit’s ghostly ways to draw other persons over to their damnable principle, of the
meritorious ness of destroying princes, made clear in the two barbarous attempts of William
Parry, and Edward Squire on our late Gracious Sovereign Elizabeth of ever blessed memory
(London, 1679).

81 Smith, Contrivances of the fanatical conspirators in carrying on their treasons under the
umbrage of the popish plot laid open: with depositions sworn before the secretary of state wherein
it most clearly appears, this present horrid rebellion hath been designed by the republicans many
years, and that James the late duke of Monmouth, &c. were long since highly concerned therein.
With some account of Mr Disney who was lately apprehended for printing the rebellious traitorous
declaration (London, 1685), p. 14.

%2 4 dialogue between Monmouth-shire and York-shire about cutting religion to fashion (London,
1681), p. 2, has the duke of Monmouth consigning all Catholics, even the duke of York, to the role
of ruthless, self-interested, cold-blooded murders, ‘I believe there’s not one of you wou’d stick to
cut his Brothers Throat for interest, and that your red lettered Calendar signifies well enough.’
Besides tainting Catholicism with a deep-seated propensity for murder this quote also may
indirectly insinuate that James, duke of York would not draw back from countenancing the death
of his own brother to gain the throne; allegations to this effect resurfaced in the wake of the death
of Charles II in February 1685.
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would be base to do it, and if they would not promise him to desist from the
attempt, he would discover them all.”®

Hooke faced down the motley collection of aspiring regicides. His
ultimatum prevailed among the Londoners and no assassination attempt was
made. Instead in an attempt to throw off the apathy within underground groups in
London preparations were renewed for a general rising in the city. It remained a
debatable question if all of the constituent elements of the broad Whig alliance
were still singing from the same hymn sheet. John Wildman for one, a man of
considerable influence within the city, had long harboured fears over a rebellion
that simply saw the crown changing hands. He wanted a much more radical
overhaul of the institutions of state. Monmouth’s proclamation as king without
prior discussion left a bitter taste, enervating his enthusiasm for the cause.
Wildman’s predicament reflected a wider disquiet in the disparate Whig ranks that
explained in part the passivity of London and other areas sympathetic to
Monmouth.

Amid the intense atmosphere surrounding the Popish Plot and the
Exclusion Crisis, moderate and extreme opposition factions had been drawn
together into working relationship. However toleration of each other’s views was
grudging at best. Once the crown reaction began to bite, elements of the Whig
constellation had begun to return to their natural orbits. Substantial agreement
dissolved once debate moved beyond the semantics of words like ‘tyranny’ and
‘arbitrary government’. Concepts could be defined with plasticity great enough to

create a broad coalition of interests but when discussion turned to practicalities

% MacPherson, Original papers containing the secret history of Great Britain, p. 145.
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such as the structure and mechanics of government, sectional interests came to the
fore. Distrust had undermined the fagade of what was ostensibly a common
struggle and accounted for the lack of any concerted action in London prior to
Hooke’s mission. However, sentiment in the capital, traditionally the core of the
‘good old cause’, remained broadly in favour of a move against the government,
‘Men were ready for it.”® Having knocked the assassination scheme on the head
Hooke and Danvers, were now to lead an insurrection in the capital, despite
rumours of their plans having leaked and ‘the King [having] augmented the
guards to twelve or fourteen thousand men.”®

However no rising ever took place in London. At Sedgemoor on 6 July a
bold stroke by Monmouth and his army had almost caught the royal army asleep.
However the daring gambit of a dawn attack had in the end been rumbled. As it
turned out Hooke’s comrades, having come close to ‘destroying the royal army as
they lay asleep in their beds’™ found themselves the victims of a wholesale rout.

Within a matter of hours Monmouth’s forces were scattering to the four
winds. Many fell prey to the harsh retribution of Colonel Percy Kirke’s regiment,
caustically termed ‘Kirke’s Lambs’, some ending the day deposited in the bottom
of a drain or adorning a makeshift gibbet on the roadside. Monmouth himself was
found hiding in a ditch on 8 July and unceremoniously transported back to
London.*” Despite impassioned pleas to his uncle James he was found guilty of

high treason and sentenced to death. He was executed on 15 July 1685.%

** Ibid.

¥ Ibid., p. 148.

% Earle, Monmouth’s rebels, p. 118.

8 An Account of the manner of taking the late Duke of Monmouth (London, 1685), p. 3.

% An Account of what passed at the execution of the late Duke of Monmouth on Wednesday the
15th of July, 1685, on Tower-Hill together with a paper signed by himself that morning in the
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Following the last set pitch battle on English soil the backlash in the West
Country was marked by the extreme severity of George ‘Hanging Judge’ Jefferies.
In the immediate aftermath of Sedgemoor a cordon of troops was established to
prevent the escape of wanted fugitives. Local militia and leading notables in the
surrounding counties were ordered to be vigilant in apprehending anyone
suspected of rebel activity or involvement with the rebels.

James II and his advisors determined to set an example pour encourager
les autres and finally put an end to ‘dissembling hypocrites, by Hells aid
appointed to create plots, to grieve the lords anointed’.* Throughout the summer
and autumn of 1685 as fugitives were ensnared in the government’s dragnet,
sentences of death, transportation and imprisonment were dispensed from the
bench of Judge Jefferies and his colleagues.”® The authorities’ intent was to ‘flame
viperous rebels to a sudden smoke’.”’ Monmouth’s reputation and motives were
traduced in a series of pamphlets, broadsides, elegies, sermons and popular

ballads. An official day of thanksgiving for the rebellion’s defeat was decreed for

the 26 July 1685. Participation was ‘strictly command[ed]” and adherence ‘with

Tower, in the presence of the Lords Bishops of Ely, and Bath and Wells, Dr. Tenison and Dr.
Hooper: and also the copy of his letter to His Majesty after he was taken, dated at Ringwood in
Hampshire, the 8th of July (London, 1685).

% John Pike, 4 loyal subject’s loving advice: or, the only way to happiness heare and hereafier, is
to fear God and honour the King, which is to be obtained by earnest prayer (London, 1685).

* The arraignment and condemnation of the late Rebels in the west: with a discovery of the rise
and grounds of their rebellion (London, 1685); An account of the proceedings against the rebels at
an assize holden at Exeter on the 14™ of this instant September, 1685 where to the number of 26
persons were tried for high-treason and found guilty; (London, 1685); An Account of nineteen
rebels that were executed at Taunton-Dean, in the county of Somerset, on VVednesday the 30th of
September, 1685, for high-treason against His Most Sacred Majesty, &c.(London, 1685); An
account of the proceedings against [sic] the rebels, at Dorchester in the county of Dorset; at an
assize holden there on Friday and Saturday the 4th. and 5th. days of this instant September, 1685
Where to the number of ninety eight persons were brought to be tried: sixty eight confessing the
fact upon their arraignment; and the other thirty pleaded not guilty to their indictment, and upon
their trials twenty nine was found guilty, and one acquitted., (London, 1685); A Further account of
the proceedings against the rebels in the west of England, who on the 10th of September, 16835, to
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all sobriety, reverence and thankfulness’ was mandatory.”” Finally in November
James’s victorious forces assembled on Hounslow Heath outside London. There
the army, strongly bolstered by the presence of many new regiments raised on an
emergency basis to suppress the rebellion,”” was marshalled for a review by the
victorious monarch. It was an effective form of intimidation.

While this public display of martial power may have been designed to set
the seal on the victory achieved over the rebels and also as a powerful warning, it
had an altogether different effect when perceived from outside England. In recent
bouts of conflict between France and the United Provinces England’s lack of
military capability had rendered it almost useless as an ally. Now however
James’s creation and deployment of a large effective military machine had added
a new destabilising factor to the geo-political situation in Europe. Unwittingly
James had sown the seeds of his downfall by arousing the interest of France and
the Netherlands.

Nathaniel Hooke in the autumn of 1685 was probably unaware of the full
import of these developments in international relations, though they were to be
hugely influential on the course of his later life. With the rebellion over Nathaniel

Hooke was a wanted fugitive, trying to avoid becoming one of the rebels flamed

the number of two-hundred fifty one, received sentence of death at Dorchester for high-treason
(London, 1685).

°! Pike, 4 loyal subject’s loving advice.

%2 James II, A proclamation for a solemn and public Thanksgiving throughout the kingdom, for His
Majesties late victories over the rebels (London, 1685); A proclamation for a Thanksgiving
throughout the Kingdom of Scotland, for the late defeat of the King’s enemies (Edinburgh, 1685)
specified different dates for different dioceses. Interestingly the English proclamation used the
firm tone of ‘direct and appoint’ when referring to the reading of the proclamation in churches and
chapels, while the Scottish version only ‘recommended’ to the Scottish archbishops and bishops
that the proclamation be read.

% John Childs, The army, James II and the glorious revolution (Manchester, 1980), pp 96-97.
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to a ‘sudden smoke’.”* Still in London, Hooke was in a precarious situation. The
city was swamped by troops. As captured rebels were questioned, information
concerning the names, roles and whereabouts of those involved was amassed and
acted upon. On the date appointed for thanksgiving, 26 July 1685, a proclamation
was issued in London summoning ‘Colonel’” Henry Danvers, John Wildman, John
Trenchard, Francis Charlton, and George Speake, ‘being persons suspected of
several traitorous practices against Us and Our government’ to present themselves
to the privy council within twenty days or be held in contempt of royal
commands.”” Contradictorily, the proclamation also stated that these men ‘are
fled, do abscond themselves on purpose to avoid Our justice.”®® Long years of
machinations had produced a radical Whig underground network experienced in
helping its members evade the attentions of government. Instead of joining the
duke of Monmouth,97 Alicia Lisle,98 Henry Cornish” and others on the
executioner’s list, Reverend Nathaniel Hooke utilised these channels to escape the

scaffold and flee back to exile in the Netherlands.

 Pike, 4 loyal subject’s loving advice.

% James II, A proclamation to summon in George Speake Esquire, Francis Charlton Esquire, John
Wildman esquire, Henry Danvers Esquire, commonly called Colonel Danvers, and John
Trenchard esquire (London, 1685).

% Ibid.

T An Account of what passed at the execution of the late Duke of Monmouth on Wednesday the
15th of July, 1685, on Tower-Hill together with a paper signed by himself that morning in the
Tower, in the presence of the Lords Bishops of Ely, and Bath and Wells, Dr. Tenison and Dr.
Hooper: and also the copy of his letter to His Majesty after he was taken, dated at Ringwood in
Hampshire, the 8th of July (London, 1685).

% An Elegy on Mrs. Alicia Lisle which for high-treason was beheaded at Winchester September
the 2[n]d 1685 (London, 1685); The last words of Coll. Richard Rumbold, Mad. Alicia Lisle,
Alderman Henry Cornish, and Mr .Richard Nelthrop who were executed in England and Scotland
for high treason in the year 1685 (London, 1685).

% The trials of Henry Cornish, Esq. for conspiring the death of the King, and raising rebellion in
this kingdom: and John Fernley, William Ring, and Elizabeth Gaunt for harbouring and
maintaining rebels, at the Sessions-house in the Old-Bailey, London and County of Middlesex, on
Monday, October. 19, 1685 (London, 1685).
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Slightly over a month after the initial landing at Lyme, Hooke’s life had
reverted to one of exile. His situation was different now because of the added
complication that his name and role in the rebellion were known to the
government. Although a minor figure in the Whig firmament Hooke’s importance
lay in the fact that as the personal chaplain to Monmouth he had had privileged
access to the duke. Obtaining information and intelligence from the Irishman,
therefore, was of great interest to the English authorities. He was one of the few
members of Monmouth’s inner circle who remained at large, second only to
Robert Ferguson in terms of insider information and knowledge of the
organization of the radical underground. Hooke’s comrade in arms, and
Monmouth’s deputy, Forde, Lord Grey of Warke, once captured had bartered his
information in return for a pardon. Nathaniel Wade, a senior officer in
Monmouth’s army also gave an account of his activities, but in less fulsome
detail, to escape the gallows. Hooke was another potential source of invaluable
intelligence. He was aware of this fact and like the sword of Damocles it hung

over his renewed residence in the United Provinces.
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CHAPTER 3: EXILE AND CONVERSION

In 1686, one year into the reign of James II, a general pardon was issued
with a number of exceptions, including Nathaniel Hooke.'! Hooke was still
considered a threat to the stability of the Stuart polity in the eyes of James and his
advisors. He was back in Holland, a country that still attracted opponents of the
English government. These opponents were fewer in number but not a completely
spent force. Plotters and pamphleteers such as Robert Ferguson, John Locke,
Henry Danvers, and John Wildman remained opposed to what they perceived as
the tyrannical aims of James II. Charles Mordaunt, the Whig-inclined earl of
Peterborough continued to investigate the possibility of establishing a refuge for
political refugees in the American colonies whilst at the same time casting about
for a means of altering conditions in the home kingdom:s.

The three kingdoms were now vital to William III’s strategic designs
against France and he was attempting to convince the United Provinces’ Estates
General of this. In time he succeeded in winning their support, commandeered the
services of the exiles in Holland and recruited conspirators in England itself. His
efforts culminated in the Dutch invasion of England on 5 November 1688. While
it could reasonably be expected that Nathaniel Hooke would be involved, when
the invasion fleet arrived off Torbay he was not on board. Instead he was on the
other side, literally and metaphysically. How can one account for this astonishing

sea change in political outlook, religious belief and attitude?

! James II, 4 proclamation of the His Majesties most gracious and general pardon (London), 10
March 1686.
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When Hooke returned to Holland after the failure of Monmouth’s
rebellion, he was ‘on the run’ in the netherworld of the English émigré
community. His renewed exile was in even more testing than his previous
experience. The failed rebellion had drained the resources of the Whig grouping,
Monmouth and Argyll were dead, and Grey turned King’s evidence. The émigré
milieu was now also the focus of King James’s wrath. He was determined to
follow up his military victory by eradicating the remaining opposition. In
England, those suspected of hostility towards the government, such as the earl of
Delamere, were neutralised. Abroad, the greatest aggravation remained the
surviving radicals holed up on the continent. James ordered his ambassadors and
agents to track them down.

The English ambassador to the Netherlands, Bevil Skelton (c.1641-96)
was eager to seize the opportunit